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Abstract 
Reading is one of the most important skills needed throughout life. Recent national studies 
combined with the passage of the No Child Left Behind Law and the reauthorization of the 
Individuals with Disabilities Improvement Act have heightened the educational community’s 
awareness of the broken link between research-based instructional strategies and actual 
implementation. This study sought to determine to what extent research-based instructional 
strategies were integrated into the teaching of students with reading difficulties, and to what 
extent sustainability factors were evidenced in service delivery models. From the original 46 
survey participants, a subset of thirteen special education teachers participated in a follow-up 
survey. The findings of this study showed that many teachers did not use research-based 
instructional strategies, and when they did, sustainability factors present within their schools 
were limited. These findings are only of demonstrative value due to the small number of 
participants.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Background 
Introduction 
 Reading is one of the most important skills needed throughout life. Think of the life 
activities that require the ability to read: for example, ordering from a menu at an unknown 
restaurant; enrolling one’s children in school; applying for a job; comprehending a bus, train, or 
plane schedule; reading a map; or surfing the internet. All these activities require the ability to 
read even if that is only the knowledge of the alphabetic principle.  
Thus the question arises: If one lacks the ability to read, what impact does that have on 
his or her ability to function within modern society? Take, for example, Fantasia Barrino, who 
was the 2004 American Idol winner. In her autobiography, Fantasia tells her story of living life 
as a functional illiterate after dropping out of school before the ninth grade. She notes, “I was not 
too good with paperwork, which is the real reason I didn’t like going to the social services 
agencies” (Fantasia, 2005, p. 55). Lacking help from the social service agencies, Fantasia was 
left to care for her young daughter, Zion, with little financial or material support. Fantasia 
realized that she needed to learn how to read when  
Zion brought over one of her books for me to read to her. I cried because I couldn’t read 
the large words on the colorful pages of the child’s book. I opened the page and 
recognized most of the words, but didn’t know how to pronounce them (p. 56).  
Similar to Fantasia Barrino, many Americans realize how the ability to read impacts their daily 
lives. This skill is not limited to reading leisure books but has the potential to impact every facet 
of one’s life.  
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National Reading Panel  
 Due to the importance of reading, it should not be surprising that increasing attention has 
been directed towards reading instruction. This increase has prompted the United States 
Congress to charge the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development in 
consultation with the Secretary of Education, to convene a national panel to analyze the state of 
reading research and instructional practices. As a result, the National Reading Panel (2000) was 
established in 1997. This panel was composed of fourteen individuals including researchers, 
college professors, teachers, administrators, and parents. 
According to the Panel (2000), their review was driven by a set of seven questions:  
(a) Does instruction in phonemic awareness improve reading? If so, how is this instruction 
best provided? 
(b) Does phonics instruction improve reading achievement? If so, how is this instruction best 
provided? 
(c) Does guided oral reading instruction improve fluency and reading comprehension? If so, 
how is this instruction best provided? 
(d) Does vocabulary instruction improve reading achievement? If so, how is this instruction 
best provided? 
(e) Does comprehension strategy instruction improve reading? If so, how is this instruction 
best provided? 
(f) Do programs that increase the amount of children’s independent reading improve reading 
achievement and motivation? If so, how is this instruction best provided? 
(g) Does teacher education influence how effective teachers are at teaching children to read? 
If so, how is this instruction best provided? (p. 3) 
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The methodology adopted by the Panel to answer these questions began with an extensive search 
of two databases (PsycINFO and ERIC) for studies that measured reading as an outcome. 
Reading was defined to include such behaviors as “reading real words in isolation or in context, 
reading pseudowords that can be pronounced but have no meaning, reading text aloud or silently, 
and comprehending text that is read silently or orally” (NRP, 2000, p. 5). The studies that were 
found during this database search were then screened for evidence of rigorous experimental 
standards, which included: (a) published in peer reviewed journal, (b) focus on reading 
development in preschool through twelfth grade, (c) use of an experimental or quasi-
experimental study design, and (d) inclusion of a control group or multiple-baseline method. All 
studies that met the criteria were then analyzed and coded for participant characteristics, study 
interventions, study methodology, and measure outcomes. In a series of reports, the Panel 
garnered the effectiveness of instructional methodologies and approaches to teach critical 
reading skills. The critical reading skills identified by the panel included alphabetics (i.e. 
phonemic awareness and phonics), fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension (Partnership for 
Reading, 2003; NRP, 2000). 
Phonemic awareness instruction is oftentimes confused with phonics instruction. While 
both fall under the category of alphabetics, the instructional methodology for each skill is vastly 
different. Phonemic awareness instruction enables children to manipulate phonemes in spoken 
not written syllables and words. In the area of phonemic awareness, the National Reading Panel 
(2000) based their findings upon the review of 52 studies. They found that phonemic awareness 
instruction was the direct cause of student improvement in this area, in addition to significant 
improvement in reading for all types of readers and in spelling for only nondisabled readers. 
Effective instruction included explicit and systematic instruction of phoneme manipulation, 
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focus on only one or two types of manipulation, and small group instruction. The Panel issued a 
note of caution in that phonemic instruction should not be the sole component of a reading 
program, but one of many components. 
The second element of alphabetics is phonics instruction, which focuses instruction upon 
the relationship between phonemes and graphemes. Children then use the knowledge of these 
relationships to successfully read and write words. While there are many instructional 
approaches for phonics, the National Reading Panel (2000) found that a systematic synthetic 
approach had a significant positive effect on disabled readers’ achievement. For an approach to 
be deemed as systematic, there needed to be a sequential set of phoneme-grapheme relationships 
that were explicitly taught to students. Many literature-based programs, basal reading programs, 
and sight-word programs did not have a sequential set of phonics elements, but incidentally 
taught them as they appeared in the text. Likewise, for an approach to be synthetic, students were 
provided multiple opportunities to assimilate phonics skills into their daily reading. This was 
typically done through use of decodable texts with controlled vocabulary. Systematic synthetic 
phonics instruction showed significant benefits for kindergarten through sixth grade students. 
Furthermore, studies showed that disabled readers, low-achieving students, and low 
socioeconomic status students particularly benefited from this type of instruction. While the 
Panel found that phonics instruction provides success for these students, it must be integrated in 
a reading program that includes phonemic awareness, fluency, and comprehension instruction. 
This integration will enable readers to become fluent and automatically apply the phonics skills 
to written language. 
Fluency is a reader’s ability to orally read with speed, accuracy, and expression. Fluency 
instructional practices have included two different methods: repeated guided oral reading and 
Reading Instructional Strategies        5
independent silent reading. A major difference between the two methods was the explicit 
guidance and feedback provided by adults or peers present solely during guided oral reading. A 
review of the experimental and quasi-experimental studies related to repeated guided oral 
reading showed that this approach had a significant positive impact upon word recognition, 
fluency, and comprehension for all types of readers and grade levels (NRP, 2000). In contrast, 
there was no research evidence to support that silent independent reading improved fluency or 
overall reading achievement (Partnership for Reading, 2003). There was evidence, though, that 
indicated independent silent reading was not an effective method if it was the only one used to 
teach fluency or other critical reading skills.   
As part of guided oral reading guidance and feedback, educators incorporated indirect 
and direct vocabulary instruction. Indirect instruction facilitated student engagement in 
expressive and receptive oral language and independent reading. Students learned the meanings 
of individual words and word learning strategies through direct instruction (Partnership for 
Reading, 2003). For struggling readers, task restructuring, word substitution, and word definition 
instruction prior to reading were found to be successful instructional methods. A new method 
that was emerging at the time of the report was instruction via the use of computers. Computer 
instruction was shown to be more effective than traditional instruction methodologies; therefore, 
this type of instruction can provide supplemental practice opportunities for students.   
The final critical skill identified by the National Reading Panel was text comprehension. 
The Panel defined comprehension as “‘intentional thinking during which meaning is constructed 
through interactions between text and reader’” (Harris & Hodges, 1995; NRP, 2000, p. 14). 
Seven specific direct instructional strategies were supported by scientific findings. These 
included comprehension monitoring, cooperative learning, use of graphic and semantic 
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organizers, question answering, question generation, story structure, and summarization (NRP, 
2000). While these strategies can be taught in isolation, they were found to be more effective 
when taught in combination with each other. It was yet to be determined if certain strategies 
were more effective with particular age groups or text genres.   
All five of the critical reading skills are integrally related. Thus, improvement in one area 
oftentimes translates into increases in others. The National Reading Panel spoke to this 
reciprocal relationship when it identified that vocabulary and fluency instruction were directly 
related to positive increases in comprehension skills. Furthermore, the Panel cautioned that 
phonemic awareness and phonics instruction must be components of a comprehensive reading 
program. From these recommendations, one can logically conclude that to achieve the greatest 
student progress in reading, one must include explicit, direction instruction in all five critical 
skills.        
Impact Upon Educational Law  
 Armed with the findings of the National Reading Panel, entities invested in education 
began to identify needed reforms in the field. These reforms impacted not only general education 
but also special education services. Thus, when identifying changes in the field of special 
education during the past ten years, one can readily link the systemic changes and the legal 
initiatives that caused them. The two most impacting initiatives have been the No Child Left 
Behind Act (PL 107-110) and the Individuals With Disabilities Education Improvement Act (PL 
108-446).  
 Following the release of the National Reading Panel’s findings, the Partnership for 
Reading was created in 2000 (McCardle &Chhabra, 2004). This partnership was a collaborative 
effort between the National Institute for Literacy, the U.S. Department of Education, and the 
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National Institute of Child Health and Human Development (NICHD). Continuing the precedent 
set by the National Reading Panel for high research standards, this partnership based their 
recommendations for reading instruction upon evidence-based research. Furthermore, they made 
this research readily available to all interested parties including educators, parents, and 
policymakers. This dissemination of material, along with the extensive findings of the National 
Reading Panel, provided the basis for the Reading First initiative and subsequently the No Child 
Left Behind Act of 2001. 
 The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 reiterated that the “‘essential components of 
reading instruction’ include the following: ‘explicit and systematic instruction in phonemic 
awareness; phonics; vocabulary development; reading fluency, including oral reading skills; and 
reading comprehension’” (§1208[3][A-E]; McCardle & Chhabra, 2004, p. 33). While the law 
outlined the essential instructional components, it did not identify or mandate that schools use 
specific research-based reading curricula and programs. Rather the What Works Clearinghouse 
was formed with the goal of summarizing the evidence behind the effectiveness of various 
programs, products, and strategies. Schools and educators must then evaluate their current 
instructional practices and identify whether they are supported by rigorous research-based 
standards. 
Until the recent reauthorization of the Individuals With Disabilities Education 
Improvement Act (IDEIA, PL 108-446), the field of special education lacked specific guidance 
of how these new developments in reading research delineated by the No Child Left Behind Act 
of 2001 (NCLB) would impact special education students and the instruction they received 
within the special education classroom. The reauthorization introduced language and ideas that 
linked it to the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. Of particular interest for this study, the 
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language linked the two laws in two major areas (Council for Exceptional Children, 2005; Yell, 
2006). First in the area of instruction, IDEIA referenced the definitions for core academic 
subjects and highly qualified included in NCLB. This means that special education teachers must 
meet the same highly qualified standards as general education teachers for each core academic 
subject that they teach. This is a daunting picture for secondary level special education teachers 
since their students might have individualized education plan goals in all the core subjects, thus 
requiring the teacher to meet highly qualified standards in all these subjects. In order for districts 
to comply with these new provisions, systemic changes will need to occur so that special 
education students can be taught by highly qualified staff, yet staff are not overwhelmed while 
attempting to achieve new credentials.     
The second major area encompasses the significant changes to Part D National Activities 
to Improve Education of Children with Disabilities of IDEIA. The establishment of the National 
Center for Special Education Research falls under Part D. This center will promote expanding 
the research base of effective instructional practices for students with disabilities. Educators will 
be able to refer to this research so that they too are using research-based instructional practices. 
Overall, these commonalities create a seemingly more united and focused educational system.   
Statement of the Problem 
But is the educational system more united and focused now than it was 10 years ago? 
During 2008 as Congress attempts to reauthorize the No Child Left Behind Act, one must ask: 
Are all students, including special education students, nearing proficiency in reading? According 
to the National Center for Educational Statistics, the nationwide percentage of fourth and eighth 
grade students without a disability who achieved a score of proficient or advanced in reading on 
the National Assessment of Educational Progress in 2007 was 34% and 31%, respectively. The 
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picture was more dismal when looking at the achievement of students identified as having 
disabilities, where only 13% of fourth grade students and 7% of eighth grade students achieved 
similar scores (Lee, Grigg, & Donahue, 2007). 
What, then, are the causes for this lack of achievement? The answer to this question 
might be the culmination of several reasons. First, many teachers lack the formal training to 
teach reading, as the “average teacher [completed] only two reading courses” (Overview of 
Reading, 1998) during their undergraduate and/or graduate studies. This lack of training leaves 
teachers to obtain knowledge of reading development and appropriate modifications for 
struggling students via their own efforts. This ineffectiveness of teacher preparation programs is 
manifested when students who have a reading disability continue to fall further and further 
behind in reading.  
Second, there is a break in the link between researchers and educators (Denton, Vaughn, 
Fletcher, 2003). Many educational training programs do not provide instruction in reading and 
evaluating the quality of research similar to what is done in the sciences. Consequently, 
educators lack access to research findings and the knowledge of how to interpret the data 
presented in these findings. This limited knowledge of current research findings is exemplified 
when general education and special education teachers alike do not know which reading skills 
are considered to be critical in reading development for all types of students. It is essential then 
for educators to know the five specific skills supported by research and outlined in the National 
Reading Panel report. Once educators are able to identify these skills, they must know how these 
skills conceptually fit together to form a comprehensive reading program. This entails knowing 
for which age and what type of students instruction is beneficial. Knowing the critical skills for 
reading development is only the basis for developing a comprehensive reading program. 
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Teachers must know how to evaluate their district’s curriculum and their own practices so as to 
determine if they are research-based.  
In addition to lacking access to and knowledge of current research, the question of 
sustainability of research-based practices arises. Research needs to yield findings that are 
practical and applicable within a typical classroom, not just a controlled environment (Denton et 
al., 2003). Researchers must attempt to conduct their research within classroom settings while 
maintaining the rigorous standards of experimental or quasi-experimental research. They should 
also be cognizant of the resources and training necessary for sustained implementation. 
Furthermore, they need to actively challenge the disbelief held by some educators that research-
based practices do not equate to progress for their students. These changes will enable 
empirically validated instructional practices to be brought to the scale of widespread 
dissemination. 
In terms of special education, it is of greater importance that teachers maintain their 
knowledge of current effective teaching methods due to the number of students who receive 
services because of a reading disability. According to the President’s Commission on Excellence 
in Special Education (U.S. Department of Education, 2002) an estimated two out of every five 
students receive services due to reading difficulties. The dismal picture, though, is not of the vast 
number of students who have a reading difficulty but of the lack of progress that these students 
make once placed in special education (Denton et al., 2003; Moody, Vaughn, Hughes, & Fischer, 
2000; Torgesen et al., 2001; Vaughn, Moody, Schumm, 1998).  
Purpose of the Study 
This does not have to be the case since studies have found that students with reading 
disabilities can make substantial progress with the appropriate intensive intervention (Denton, 
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Fletcher, Anthony, & Francis, 2006; Torgesen et al., 2001; Vaughn et al., 2003). Since it has 
been shown that students with reading difficulties can achieve progress in reading, the broken 
link between research and actual practice must be fixed. Only then can students benefit from 
these effective instructional strategies and curricula. Thus, the question to be answered is: To 
what extent are best practices as identified by the National Reading Panel and other rigorous 
research integrated into special education reading instruction? By asking this question, the 
disconnect between research and actual implementation can be identified. This study sought to 
begin to answer this question by surveying special education teachers within one Midwestern 
county. At the time of the study, for the state in which this county was located, the current 
reading achievement rates at the proficient or advanced score for fourth and eighth grade 
students without a disability were 34% and 31%, respectively. The percentages for same grade 
peers who had disabilities and achieved a proficient or advanced score were 14% and 6% (Lee et 
al., 2007). This was comparable to the aforementioned national achievement rates. 
 Once the extent of integration is identified, one must evaluate the sustainability of these 
effective practices. If educators are aware of the best research-based practices but are unable to 
sustain implementation of these practices, then minimal student achievement can be expected. 
While the average student can compensate for this inferior instruction, special education students 
can not (Vaughn, Klingner, & Hughes, 2004). The subsequent question to be answered is: To 
what extent are the variables associated with sustainability evidenced in these service delivery 
models? Without the presence of these variables, it is difficult for educators to sustain effective 
educational practices.  
Significance of the Study 
 The significance of this study is twofold. First, the findings will help to identify the 
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extent to which the recommendations of the National Reading Panel and subsequent supporting 
research have influenced educational practice within a typical county in Midwestern America. 
Are special education teachers now using research-based practices that are practical and 
applicable to their teaching to ensure student success? In addition, it will highlight the variables 
that promote or limit the sustainability of these effective practices.  
Second, the findings of this study will contribute to the discipline by highlighting 
potential next steps to bridge the gap between research and educational practice. Specifically, 
they will show how special education teachers need to modify and adapt their practice so that 
students with reading difficulties can make progress rather than remaining at a standstill or 
regressing. In addition, suggestions of what researchers need to do so that their findings are more 
applicable and practical for implementation within the classroom setting will be given.   
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Chapter 2: Review of Related Literature 
Since the release of the National Reading Panel’s report in 2000, its implications have 
been far-reaching. It has sparked an increase in research studies that seek to validate or refute the 
Panel’s findings. Discussion and inquiry amongst researchers and educational staff has occurred 
with the hopes of determining specific contents and methodologies of instruction that incorporate 
the findings of current scientifically-based reading research. 
Content of Instruction 
 Phonemic awareness instruction. 
 While the National Reading Panel identified five critical skills that should compose 
reading instruction, Ehri et al. (2001) conducted a quantitative meta-analysis that evaluated the 
effects of phonemic awareness instruction upon student learning in the areas of reading and 
spelling. Ehri and her colleagues electronically searched the ERIC and PsychInfo databases for 
studies that met the following criteria: (a) used an experimental or quasi-experimental design 
with a control group, (b) published in a refereed journal, (c) tested a hypothesis that phonemic 
awareness instruction improved reading compared to alternative instructional forms or no 
instruction, (d) unconfounded phonemic awareness instruction, and (e) reported statistics that 
allowed calculation of effect sizes. Their search yielded 52 studies from which 96 cases were 
derived that compared individual treatments to control groups. Four people independently coded 
the studies and, when calculated, their percentage of agreement was 94%. Once coded, they used 
effect size statistic measures to find the difference between the treatment and control group’s 
performance. Their findings indicated that the effect size for acquisition of phonemic awareness 
skills was d=0.86. Translated into terms of percentiles, an effect size of d=0.80 corresponds to a 
jump from the 50th percentile to the 79th percentile. 
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 Since Ehri and her colleagues found that the inclusion of phonemic awareness instruction 
in the classroom benefited both students with and without reading disabilities, it was imperative 
that they also identify the characteristics of this instruction. They found when instruction focused 
on only one or two types of phoneme manipulation, students were able to learn the skills most 
successfully. Specifically, the effect size for instruction in one manipulation was d=1.16; for two, 
d=1.03; and for multiple, d=0.70. This transferred into successful application of the skills when 
reading (i.e. one skill, d=0.71; two skills, d=0.79; multiple skills, d=0.27).  While there are many 
types of phoneme manipulations that can be taught in combination with each other, the 
researchers found that an instructional approach that included blending and segmenting of 
phonemes was one of the most beneficial approaches with an effect size of d=0.67. Last, for 
students without reading disabilities, phoneme manipulation instruction should include the use of 
letters (d=1.11) rather than without (d=0.83). This was not the case for students with reading 
disabilities where there was no statistically significant benefit for instruction with letters  
(d=0.89) compared to without (d=0.82). Ehri and her colleagues identified curricula that 
incorporated these key instructional components; these included Sound Foundations, Ladders to 
Literacy, Road to the Code, Phonemic Awareness in Young Children, and The LIPS Program. 
Consequently, the importance of this meta-analysis was the identification of specific 
instructional strategies that promoted the most growth in phonemic awareness skills and the 
currently published instructional curricula that incorporate these strategies. 
 Phonics instruction.  
 Ehri (2004) also conducted a meta-analysis evaluating the effectiveness of systematic 
phonics instruction compared to other types. Systematic phonics instruction was defined as 
teaching all letter-sound correspondences in a clearly defined sequence. The literature was 
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reviewed for experiments that compared systematic phonics instruction with unsystematic or no 
phonics instruction. All studies were published in a refereed journal after 1970 and included 
reading as a measured outcome. A total of 38 studies were identified and 66 cases were derived 
comparing treatment and control group outcomes. The six specific outcomes analyzed included: 
“(a) decoding regularly spelled real words, (b) decoding pseudowords, (c) reading real words 
that included irregularly spelled words, (d) comprehending text, (e) reading connected text 
orally, and (f) spelling words correctly or according to developmental criteria” (Ehri, 2004, p. 
171). 
 The findings of the meta-analysis indicate a positive moderate effect (d=0.41) for 
systematic phonics instruction upon reading performance. For kindergarteners to sixth graders, 
systematic phonics instruction had a moderate to large effect on the six specified outcomes, 
except in two conditions. These two conditions were spelling words  (d=0.09) and text 
comprehension (d=0.12) for second through sixth graders where there was no measurable effect. 
It should also be noted that the effect sizes for the kindergarten and first grade outcomes was 
overall greater than those for the second through sixth grades. Thus, one can conclude that while 
systematic phonics instruction benefits all students, it is particularly important during the first 
years of education.  
 Since the effect sizes were largest in the kindergarten and first grades, the researchers 
compared three types of systematic phonics programs so as to identify which had the greatest 
impact on reading performance. The first type was synthetic, which taught students to sound out 
letters and blend them together to form words. Another type taught students to analyze and blend 
larger phonic units such as onsets and rimes. The last type was a miscellaneous that included 
spelling programs, phonics basal programs, or word analysis. The synthetic phonics approach 
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has the greatest effect size (d=0.58).  The implications of these findings are that students should 
be taught grapheme-phoneme correspondences in a systematic and explicit method. Furthermore, 
students should have ample opportunities to apply their phonics instruction to reading of texts. 
Typically this means that most of the words contain the phonics principles learned to date.  
 Fluency instruction. 
 When students possess a basic ability to decode words, they then also need to develop 
their fluency skills. Fluency comprises a student’s ability to accurately decode the text, 
automatically recognize words, and appropriately use prosodic features. Kuhn and Stahl (2003) 
reviewed the literature relating to fluency instruction to determine effective practices. They were 
unable to conduct a meta-analysis because few studies had a control group, the effect sizes varied 
widely, and a variety of control conditions were used. The researchers conducted a database 
search of ERIC and PsycLIT to identify studies referring to effective fluency instruction. From 
this search, a total of 58 studies were identified for further review. These studies focused upon 
three interventions: repeated reading, assisted reading, and classroom interventions. A “vote 
counting” method was used to determine the overall effectiveness of each intervention. 
 The intervention of repeated reading can be traced back to Samuels (1979) and Dahl 
(1979). Kuhn and Stahl found that unassisted repeated readings did not have a significant effect 
upon fluency achievement. The review noted that student achievement was not impacted by the 
difficulty of text used for repeated readings. Students achieved similar progress if text was at or 
above their current instructional level. It should also be recognized that an increase in 
comprehension mirrored increases in fluency, thus cementing the link between these two critical 
reading skills.  
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 In contrast, when students are provided with a model and given assistance while they 
engage in repeated readings, they experience significant progress in fluency achievement. Kuhn 
and Stahl (2003) discussed three specific methodologies for assisted repeated reading. First, the 
neurological impress method, also known as choral reading, provides students with a model 
whom they can mimic while reading. Another benefit of this method is the immediate feedback 
students receive, thus allowing them to correct disfluent behaviors before they become habits. 
While this method demonstrated significant effects upon achievement, it was not practical since 
students were taught during one-on-one sessions. For this reason, a second method had students 
reading while listening to a model on tape. Students were held responsible for monitoring their 
progress to fluently read the text. This progress monitoring was the key element for promoting 
student progress since studies showed no significant effect when it was eliminated. The final 
method was purely experimental and did not yield any statistical outcomes. For this method, 
students read closed-caption television while watching programming. The models essentially 
were the actors and actresses on the chosen television program rather than a teacher or aid. This 
particular method requires further study for appropriate conclusions to be made. 
 Since assisted repeated readings are difficult to implement at the classroom level, this 
method was adapted into two general approaches. The first classroom approach was partner or 
buddy reading. Struggling readers were paired with either a same-grade lead reader or younger 
age peers to whom they engaged in repeated reading. The second approach was an oral recitation 
lesson led by the teacher. There was not an oral recitation lesson format currently specified, but 
some format examples were shared-book experiences, round-robin reading, and echo reading. Of 
these three, round-robin reading was found to be the least effective for increasing word 
recognition, fluency, and comprehension. This is because there are not ample opportunities for 
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students to interact with the teacher and receive explicit feedback concerning these instructional 
areas.  
 This meta-analysis is significant because it is one of very few that have reviewed the 
current state of educational research focused upon effective fluency instructional practices. 
While for years there have been ideas circulating of what constitutes effective practice, there is 
not currently a rigorous experimental base that supports these notions. Further research is needed 
in this area to determine if repeated reading with adult feedback is truly the most effective way to 
improve student fluency.   
 While Kuhn and Stahl reviewed the literature regarding all three aspects of fluency 
instruction, O’Connor, White, and Swanson (2007) focused solely upon reading rate. The 
researchers used a repeated measures control group design to evaluate the effects of repeated 
reading and continuous reading upon students’ fluency and comprehension achievement. 
Participants in the study were either in second or fourth grade and met the criteria of being a 
“struggling reader.” The two-fold criteria were achieving a standard score greater than 69 on the 
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-III (PPVT-III; Dunn, Dunn, & Dunn, 1997) and a score within 
the specified range of words read per minute (wpm) on grade level passages (i.e. second grade: 
12-45 wpm, third grade: 20-80 wpm). Overall, 17 students with learning disabilities and 20 
without were randomly assigned to one of the interventions or the control group. Each 
intervention lasted for 15 minutes and occurred three days a week for 14 weeks during which 
students engaged in one-on-one repeated or continuous reading sessions with a trained adult 
listener. Student progress was assessed using alternate forms of the PPVT-III, Woodcock 
Reading Mastery Tests-NU (WRMT-NU; Woodcock, 1998), and the Gray Oral Reading Test 4 
(GORT4; Wiederholt & Bryant, 2001). 
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  O’Connor, White, and Swanson found that the participants who received either the 
repeated reading or continuous reading interventions showed greater growth in reading rate than 
the control group. When the effect sizes of the growth slopes for the repeated reading and control 
groups were calculated and compared they ranged from 0.972 to 1.034 with the exception of the 
effect size for the PPVT-III measure (d=0.628). Similarly, when the growth slopes for the 
continuous reading intervention were compared with the control group, the effect sizes ranged 
from 0.882 to 1.039 with the exception of the WRMT-NU Word Identification Test (d=0.791) 
and the PPVT-III (d=0.463). None of the comparisons between the repeated reading and the 
continuous reading intervention yielded effect sizes above 0.25. The rate of growth for the 
interventions and the control were compared using mixed model repeated measures analyses. 
These results exemplified that the rate of growth was faster for the interventions than the control 
(F=13.01-16.53, p< 0.001). Both interventions showed similar rates of growth (F=0.01-0.13, p> 
0.01), thus supporting the conclusion that either intervention can be used to improve the fluency 
of struggling readers.  
 There appear to be several limitations and areas of further research in this study. First, the 
sample size is relatively low, especially for students identified as having a learning disability. 
Consequently, statistical analysis could not occur to identify effective fluency instructional 
practices for students with a learning disability. It appears that one effective practice might be 
receiving corrective feedback during 1:1 fluency practice. Further research is needed to identify 
how this type of corrective feedback can be adapted so it is applicable to whole class instruction.    
Comprehension instruction. 
In the aforementioned study, O’Connor, White, and Swanson (2007) found that growth in 
fluency also improved comprehension. When the growth slopes for the repeated reading and 
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continuous reading interventions were compared to the slope from the control group, the 
calculated effect sizes were 1.034 and 1.006, respectively. These high effect sizes favor the use 
of the interventions to assist in improvement of comprehension skills. The interventions also 
yielded a significantly faster growth rate than the control (F-ratio=16.53, p<.001) regarding 
comprehension progress. These findings provide further support for increases in fluency, also 
positively impacting comprehension. 
The question becomes then, beyond fluency instruction, what other instructional methods 
can be used to improve comprehension for students with reading difficulties? Gersten, Fuchs, 
Williams, and Baker  (2001) sought to answer this question when they comprehensively 
reviewed the literature surrounding comprehension instruction for students with learning 
disabilities. They first identified common variables supported by research that impact 
comprehension. These variables included “(a) knowledge of text structures, (b) vocabulary 
knowledge, (c) using background knowledge while reading, (d) the role of fluent reading in 
comprehension, and (e) the importance of task persistence” (Gersten et al., 2001, p. 281). These 
variables drove the development of their criteria for including studies in their review. Included 
studies used an experimental or quasi-experimental design and had been published in a peer-
reviewed journal prior to June 1999. In addition, the study must have had at least one 
quantitative measure of reading comprehension. Gersten and his colleagues first reviewed three 
major reading comprehension meta-analyses in addition to manual search of all peer-reviewed 
journals connected with narrative and/or expository texts comprehension. Following these 
searches, four experts in the field of reading comprehension and special education were 
consulted to ensure that all relevant studies had been included. A total of eleven studies focusing 
on narrative texts and sixteen studies for expository texts were identified. 
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Explicit instruction in comprehension strategies directly linked to narrative texts showed 
the best overall improvement in ability to recall elements of a story, answer comprehension 
questions, and identify relationships in the story. The specific comprehension strategy identified 
in many studies was story-grammar. This strategy taught students to identify key components of 
a story and subsequently use this knowledge as a framework to develop understanding of the 
text. Key components of narrative stories might include setting, problem, action, outcome, and 
theme. Participants experienced the most success when they were able to apply these story-
grammar strategies to measures that were similar to their instruction. Generalization of these 
strategies was not as successful if the measures weren’t closely linked. 
Gersten and his colleagues outlined three reasons why comprehension of expository text 
differs from narrative text and why it poses a greater challenge for students with learning 
disabilities. First, expository texts require the reader to comprehend longer passages of text 
without the prompts of a conversational partner. Second, the logical-causal nature of the text is 
abstract when compared with the plot events of a narrative story. The final reason is that 
expository texts use a range of structures that vary in complexity, while narrative stories mostly 
use a variation of the story-grammar structure. Effective comprehension strategies include 
surveying organizational elements, self-questioning, identifying main ideas, and summarizing the 
text. In order for students to apply these strategies successfully, the researchers concluded that 
teacher modeling combined with monitoring of strategy implementation were beneficial 
practices. 
 Vocabulary instruction.  
 Fluency is not the only critical skill that impacts comprehension. A student’s knowledge 
of pertinent vocabulary included in the text also affects comprehension levels. Jitendra, Edwards, 
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Sacks, and Jacobson (2004) conducted a meta-analysis of current instruction methodologies for 
teaching students with learning disabilities to correctly read sight word vocabulary. Via a 
database search of PsycINFO and ERIC and a hand search of several prominent educational 
journals, nineteen studies were located, which yielded 27 case investigations. These studies were 
selected based upon six criteria which included: (a) was a published study, (b) used an 
experimental, quasi-experimental, or single-subject design, (c) identified participants as having a 
learning disability, (d) included students in grades 1st through 12th, (e) focused instruction upon 
sight word reading vocabulary rather than vocabulary meaning, and (f) measured vocabulary 
outcomes. The mean interrater agreement for coding of the studies was 93%. 
 The findings of the meta-analysis were disaggregated into six intervention types. These 
interventions were keyword or mnemonic strategies, cognitive strategies, direction instruction, 
activity-based method, constant time delay, and computer-assisted instruction. For studies that 
used a keyword or mnemonic approach, student vocabulary performance exhibited a large mean 
effect size (d=1.93, SD=1.03, n=5). This particular approach emphasized linking keywords or 
images to the target word. These links help stimulate memory recall of new vocabulary 
definitions.  
The second type of intervention, cognitive strategies, also had a large mean effect size 
(d=1.10, SD=0.39, n=10) upon student performance. This particular strategy used semantic maps 
and semantic feature analysis to categorize vocabulary words. Students were taught to analyze 
words and group them according to semantic similarities and differences. Students used these 
semantic networks to recall new vocabulary meanings when prompted.  
Direct instruction was the third intervention analyzed by Jitendra and her colleagues. This 
intervention should not be confused with the program published by Engelmann and his 
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colleagues, though it has the same name. Direct instruction involved explicitly teaching word 
meaning prior to reading of the text and engaging students in appropriate learning activities. 
Responsibility for continued word learning was then systematically transferred to students. This 
particular intervention produced a large effect on student performance (d=9.78, SD=12.97, n=3). 
This effect size needs to be tentatively accepted due to the small number of studies upon which it 
is based.  
Constant time delay was the fourth intervention type and was used in only one multiple 
probe design study. For this intervention, the instructor presents a word and states the definition, 
prompting the student to repeat. During subsequent trials, the instructor prompts the student to 
state the definition without any instruction. If the student offers an incorrect response, the 
instructor corrects the student by stating the correct definition. Due to the study design, effect 
sizes could not be determined, but percentage of non-overlapping data (PND) was used instead 
to analyze the results. The study found improved posttest performance for participants (mean 
PND=93%). This intervention again needs further validation of its success for students with 
learning disabilities as they are learning new vocabulary. 
The fifth intervention was the activity-based model. During this intervention, students 
engage in concrete learning via hands-on activities to learn new vocabulary. These hands-on 
activities promote student inquiry and facilitate active learning rather than passive. The end 
result is an expansion in students’ current knowledge about vocabulary meanings. This 
intervention had a moderate effect (d=0.45) upon student success. While this effect is not as 
large as the previously mentioned interventions, it can be combined with them to increase overall 
student success. 
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Computer assisted instruction was the final intervention reviewed in this meta-analysis. 
This type of intervention was broadly defined as any computer program that focused upon 
vocabulary instruction. This allowed for differences in instructional methodologies and student 
response type. Six different programs were consequently reviewed for their effects upon student 
learning. While four of these programs were found to be effective, the use of integrated media 
and the extended use of computer assisted instruction had limited effects. The overall effect 
(d=0.16, SD=2.92, n=2) of computer assisted instruction upon student progress was limited. This 
finding should be interpreted with caution due to the large standard deviation. Furthermore, the 
technology boom over recent years has spurred the development of instructional software. With 
time it will be important to continue to review the effects of this software upon student learning 
not only in vocabulary development but also in all content areas.   
Method of Instruction   
The method of instruction can be as impacting as the content upon a student’s acquisition 
of the material. Many educators consider one-on-one or small group instruction more beneficial 
for students who have reading difficulties over whole group instruction. Elbaum et al. (2000) 
conducted a meta-analysis of supplemental one-on-one interventions for students with reading 
difficulties. The purpose of this analysis was to identify effective elements incorporated in one-
on-one interventions and to attempt to conclude if one-on-one instruction has a greater positive 
effect than small group instruction. A computer and manual search of the literature yielded 32 
studies comparing reading outcomes for students who received one-on-one instruction to 
students who did not. The studies were coded and effect sizes were calculated.  
The meta-analysis yielded the findings that students who received one-on-one instruction 
benefited the most when taught by college students (d=1.65) rather than teachers (d=0.36) or 
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community volunteers (d=0.26). Besides the qualifications of the tutors, the focus of instruction 
was also coded for analysis. The significant findings were that reading comprehension was 
associated with the largest effect (d=2.41) upon student progress, while interventions that either 
had a phonemic awareness/phonics or mixed focus were associated with a more moderate effect 
(d=0.50 and 0.43 respectively). Another key aspect of instruction impacting student progress is 
the intensity and duration of the intervention. The intensity of the interventions ranged from 8 to 
90 weeks; the duration ranged from 8 to 150 hours. Interventions that lasted up to 20 weeks had 
a weighted effect size of 0.65, contrasting programs of more than 20 weeks that had a smaller 
effect size of 0.37. Effect sizes for instructional time could not be calculated since this variable 
was not reliably associated with effect size variation. Elbaum and her colleagues, though, found 
that intensity and duration did not covary (r= .116, ns). This finding suggested that brief, intense 
interventions nondependent of total instructional time yielded the most positive effects.  
A specified purpose of this meta-analysis was to attempt to answer if one-on-one 
instruction produced greater effects on student performance than small group instruction. 
Unfortunately, only two studies meeting the criteria for inclusion in the met-analysis addressed 
the topic. These two studies had mean within-study effect sizes of -0.12 and 0.05. These findings 
indicate that small group instruction achieved comparable student progress as one-on-one 
instruction. This is significant for schools because they can provide small group remedial 
instruction rather than one-on-one, thus saving them money and time and allowing more students 
to benefit from effective remedial reading instruction.       
Since Elbaum et al.’s study was published, Vaughn et al. (2003) have conducted a study 
addressing the very question of the impact of instructional group size upon reading achievement. 
This study utilized a two-between and one-within factor repeated measures design. The two-
Reading Instructional Strategies        26
between factors were group sizes (i.e. 1:1, 1:3, 1:10) and English speaking skills (i.e. 
monolingual English speakers, English language learners). The one-within factor was time, 
which was measured at three levels: pretest, posttest, and follow-up. Ninety 2nd grade students 
were assigned to one of the three instructional group sizes. Each group received the same 30-
minute intervention, five times a week for 13 weeks. The intervention incorporated instruction in 
five areas: fluency, phonological awareness, word analysis, vocabulary building, and 
comprehension strategies. Student progress was assessed weekly using progress monitoring 
probes from the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills subtests and the Read 
Naturally program. In addition to weekly progress monitoring, all participants’ progress was 
assessed via a battery of standardized assessments at pretest, posttest, and follow-up intervals.  
The 1:1 instructional group showed significant, positive statistical differences when 
compared with the 1:10 group in the areas of comprehension, phoneme segmentation, and 
reading fluency. In these same areas, there were no statistical differences between the 1:1 and 1:3 
groups. However, it should be noted that monolingual English speakers performed best in 1:1 
groups for fluency, while English Language Learners did best in groups of 1:3. Differing from 
these results, the 1:3 group showed significant statistical differences with the 1:10 group in the 
area of comprehension, but not phoneme segmentation or fluency. Regarding student progress in 
word attack skills, there were no significant differences between any of the grouping sizes. These 
outcomes provide support that struggling readers benefit most from 1:1 or 1:3 instructional group 
sizes when compared with 1:10.   
Educational research has begun to study not only the effects of instructional group size 
upon student progress but also the effects of program intensity and duration. Torgesen et al. 
(2001) conducted a pretest-posttest two-group design to determine if instructional approaches 
Reading Instructional Strategies        27
that could accelerate reading growth for students with severe reading disabilities existed. 
Additionally, the study sought to answer if the two selected instructional programs differed in 
effectiveness and, if so, in what areas. The two selected instructional programs utilized in the 
study were Auditory Discrimination in Depth (ADD) and Embedded Phonics (EP). Of note, the 
Auditory Discrimination in Depth program has since been revised and is now published under 
the name of The Lindamood Phoneme Sequencing Program for Reading, Spelling, and Speech. 
Sixty children age eight through ten who had previously been identified as having a learning 
disability participated in this three-year study. Participants were randomly assigned to one of the 
two aforementioned instructional programs. There was not a control group used in this study 
since baseline data concerning the reading growth rate of participants was available. A secondary 
reason was that the researchers felt that it would have been unethical to involve students in such 
an intense intervention, withdrawing them from other curricular learning if it was not necessary. 
The intervention provided 1:1 instruction for two 50-minute blocks each day of the school week. 
These instructional blocks typically lasted between eight and nine weeks until a total of 67.5 
hours of instruction was achieved. At this point, students then engaged in eight weeks of 
generalization training that involved a once weekly 50-minute session during which students 
learned to apply what they had learned to their classroom materials.  
Data collection measures consisted of a battery of standardized assessments. During the 
pre-testing stage of the study, this battery included a) two measures of phonological awareness, 
b) two measures of phonological coding involving working memory, c) two measures of rate of 
accessing phonological information stored in long-term memory, d) eight measures of reading 
skills, e) two measures of other academic skills, f) a measure of expressive and receptive 
language abilities, g) a full scale IQ test, h) three teacher checklists measuring attention deficit 
Reading Instructional Strategies        28
behavior, i) two parent questionnaires identifying home reading environment, medical history of 
the participant, and family socioeconomic status, and j) a physical/ neurological examination 
including a fine-motor assessment. Following the conclusion of the intensive intervention stage 
of the study, students were assessed again in only the first six categories of the previously 
explained pre-testing battery. These same tests were administered again at one- and two-year 
intervals to assess generalization of the material and monitor reading progress.  
Torgesen and his colleagues found that participants in both intensive instructional 
programs exhibited a significant growth in reading achievement and were able to sustain these 
gains over time. Comparing the growth rate for the broad reading measure between pre- and 
post-intervention, slope effect sizes were 4.4 for the Auditory Discrimination in Depth 
intervention and 3.9 for the Embedded Phonics intervention. Further analysis using a 2 (ADD vs. 
EP) x 3 (posttest vs. 1-year vs. 2- years) repeated-measures ANOVAs showed that the groups 
made significant standard score gains on three of the measures, maintained an acceptable stable 
standard score on four measures, and only demonstrated a decrease in standard score 
performance on one measure. Specifically, the Word Attack measure, F (2, 94)=6.6, p < .01, 
identified that while participants maintained their word attack skills, they did not keep pace with 
normal growth achievement in this area.  
The significance of these findings is far-reaching since many educators and schools are 
unsuccessful in helping students with severe learning disabilities achieve average reading scores 
(Vaughn et al., 1998; Moody et al., 2000). Participants in this study were able to achieve these 
scores with an intensive, high quality intervention. Educators can look to this study for standards 
of instructional practice that are effective in teaching struggling readers. It is extremely important 
to note that both instructional programs achieved similar outcomes levels; thus, it was not the 
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program dictating the outcome, but the instructional principles included in them. These 
principles focused upon explicit instruction in phonemic decoding and sight word recognition. 
Students were brought to a mastery level of these skills via systematic error correction methods 
and multiple opportunities to generalize their knowledge to appropriate materials. Further 
research is needed to determine how this type of intervention can be utilized in promoting 
student growth in reading comprehension. 
The effects of an intensive decoding and fluency intervention upon students with 
significant reading disabilities were evaluated in a study conducted by Denton et al. (2006). This 
study utilized a between-groups and between-interventions multiple-baseline design. This design 
provided a control with regard to the effects of history and maturation of participants. The 
study’s ethnically diverse 27 participants were enrolled in grades 1 through 3 and demonstrated 
initial Basic Reading Skills composite scores on the Woodcock Johnson Achievement Test 3rd 
Edition ranging from 1-31 percentiles. Once enrolled in the study, participants engaged in two 
eight-week intervention programs daily. The first eight weeks were spent receiving two 50-
minute instructional session in the Phono-Graphix program. For the next eight weeks, 
participants received one hour of instruction in the Read Naturally program. Student progress 
was evaluated with subtests from the Woodcock Johnson, Third Edition (WJ-III; Woodcock et 
al., 2001), the Test of Word Reading Efficiency (TOWRE; Torgesen, Wagner, & Rashotte, 1999), 
and the Gray Oral Reading Test, fourth edition (GORT-4; Wiederholt & Bryant, 2002). 
Data analysis revealed significant gains in student achievement for fluency, decoding, 
and comprehension throughout the sixteen weeks of intervention. Standard scores improvement 
demonstrated student growth in these areas and a closure of the achievement gap when 
participants were compared with same-age peers. This closure in the achievement gap is 
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significant since the No Child Left Behind law calls for the elimination of the gap, and this 
intervention strategy provides preliminary results suggesting it might be a means of achieving it. 
One limitation is that student growth was not maintained at the same rate once explicit 
instruction in decoding was ceased and fluency instruction became the focus of the intervention. 
It may be necessary for struggling readers to first generalize their new knowledge of decoding 
skills to other materials prior to receiving intense instruction in fluency.         
Ehri et al. (2001) found that instructional grouping sizes and the intensity of instruction 
impacted how effectively students learned phonemic awareness skills. The aforementioned 
purpose and methodology of this study highlighted the key findings regarding the content of 
phonemic awareness instruction. In addition to these findings, Ehri and her colleagues found that 
instruction was most effective in small groups (effect size d=1.38) when compared with one-on-
one instruction (d=0.60) or whole class instruction (d=0.67). They suggested that this difference 
might be a result of increased student focus, social motivation, or observational learning 
opportunities. With regard to intensity of instruction, the researchers found that instruction 
lasting between 5 to 9.3 hours (d=1.37) and 10 to 18 hours (d=1.14) was the most effective. 
Implications of these findings are that teachers can differentiate their instruction to meet 
individual student needs by using ability grouping. While at first glace it might appear that this 
will only increase the strain on instructional time, teachers must remember the second finding 
concerning total instructional time for phonemic awareness and plan accordingly.  
In contrast to her findings regarding phonemic awareness instruction, Ehri (2004) found 
that grouping sizes did not impact the effectives of systematic phonics instruction upon reading 
performance. As specified in the previous section, the meta-analysis conducted by Ehri identified 
the effects of systematic phonics instruction upon reading performance for several factors. She 
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found that one-on-one instruction had an effect of d=0.57, for small groups d=0.43, and for 
whole classes d=0.39. While there was variance amongst the effect sizes, it was not a statistically 
significant difference. The implication of this finding is that teachers do not necessarily have to 
provide phonics instruction for struggling readers in a one-on-one or small group format since 
every student could benefit from the instruction. 
Sustainability of Instruction 
 Even when research has properly identified and established the effectiveness of specific 
reading content components and methodologies to teach them, if there are not practices that 
promote the sustainability of this instruction, potential student growth will be negatively 
impacted. Denton et al. (2003) have reviewed reading research and offer their proposals as to the 
obstacles preventing implementation of research-based reading practices and the factors 
influencing the sustained use of these practices once they are implemented. First, they suggest 
that there are two main obstacles impacting the implementation of research-based reading 
practices. There is simply a lack of information readily accessible to the education community 
outlining effective practices and the necessary steps to properly implement them within districts, 
schools, or even at the classroom level. Beyond this, many educators do not accept the validity of 
research-based findings but hold true to the practices they are currently using despite the 
ineffectiveness for their students. Educators most likely will not be challenged to alter their 
personal views until their students no longer make adequate yearly progress. 
 Only when these obstacles are overcome can sustained implementation of effective 
instructional practices occur. However, sustaining implementation can be a challenge of itself. 
Providing ongoing professional development and mentoring of teachers using new instructional 
practices is a suggestion that Denton and her colleagues propose. Teachers who also have the 
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needed time and resources are more likely to sustain implementation despite minor obstacles or 
setbacks that they may face. Strong administrative leadership and expectations are again 
mentioned as impacting factors. From these leaders, teachers establish their perceptions of what 
degree they must “buy into” the practice and what degree of fidelity they must use when 
implementing it. Last, the scope of the practice and its research base must be realistic within the 
everyday classroom setting. Oftentimes, educators perceive a disconnect between research-based 
strategies and their practical implementation in the classroom.  
 This study is significant because well-known reading experts, after having reviewed the 
literature, offer their ideas about the overarching picture of implementing research-based reading 
practices and subsequently sustaining their use. It is beneficial to the educational community to 
acknowledge the current state of scaling up research-based practices in reading and the obstacles 
preventing it. The limitations of the study are that it is only a set of opinions and not based upon 
rigorous data analysis. For this reason, researchers must now conduct studies that identify not 
only effective instructional practices but also the means by which they can be brought to scale.    
Klingner et al. (2001) conducted one such study that sought to identify effective 
instructional practices and how they can be brought to scale. The intent of this follow-up study 
was to identify variables that impacted teachers’ learning, implementing, modifying, and 
sustaining the use of effective research-driven instruction. Ninety-eight elementary school 
teachers who taught students for whom the intervention strategies were appropriate participated 
in the study. A subset of 18 participants was randomly selected to participate in additional data 
collection measures. This subset of participants self-identified that they were currently 
implementing at least one of the intervention strategies from the initial study. These intervention 
strategies included Partner Reading, Collaborative Strategic Reading (CSR), and Making Words.  
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 All 98 participants responded to an instructional practices survey, while the subset of 18 
teachers were involved in additional data collection measures. These additional measures 
included interviews, checklists, classroom observations, and a follow-up survey. All data were 
coded and cross-validated to ensure reliability and validity of responses. Klingner and her 
colleagues were able to identify several variables that affect the sustainability of the three 
intervention strategies. One, if not the most, pertinent variable was administration support for 
sustained use of the strategies and clear expectations of this support and preference for continued 
use. Another equally important variable was that research clearly linked the instructional 
practices with student improvement. Furthermore, the participants needed to perceive that their 
students were directly benefiting from the strategies. Teachers also needed to perceive that they 
had the ability to modify and adapt the instructional practices to better meet the needs of their 
students. Many participants did not view themselves as a passive party but an active member in 
the research implementation process. This perception contrasts the view by many researchers 
who consider bringing research to scale as a “top-down” process. Less important variables were 
ongoing professional development opportunities and access to instructional resources and 
materials.  
 It is imperative that researchers identify ways to more actively include teachers in the 
research implementation process so that it is a collaborative effort. Through these actions, 
teachers will become vested stakeholders in educational research, and the variables prompting 
sustainability can be directly addressed through this cooperation. The findings of this study are 
limited since they are based upon self-reports, and outside variables could have militated the 
validity of participants’ responses. 
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 Foorman and Moats (2004) also conducted a study with the purpose of identifying 
essential variables that promoted the sustainability and scaling-up of research-based reading 
instruction. This four-year study involved 1,400 children who attended one of 17 high-poverty, 
low-performing elementary schools located in either Houston, Texas, or the District of 
Columbia. The reading growth of all participants was monitored through fourth grade. Teachers 
implemented a comprehensive reading program and engaged in professional development 
connected with the curricula. Data were collected via interviews, observations, surveys, and end 
of the year student outcomes on the Woodcock-Johnson Basic Reading and Broad Reading 
Clusters (WJ-R; Woodcock & Johnson, 1989).  
 Teachers from the District of Columbia linked their enthusiasm for sustaining the use of 
effective instructional practices to the initial professional development opportunities in which 
they were able to engage. Through participation in these opportunities participants were able to 
learn instructional strategies gradually. Participants were able to immediately implement these 
strategies in the classroom where they were translated into student growth. Teachers also 
identified the availability of all instructional materials and the collaboration with the research 
team as additional variables. Similarly, teachers in Houston noted that student achievement and 
the high standards held by administration, staff, parents, and students were impacting variables to 
the sustained use of research-based reading instructional practices. High standards held by all 
invested parties translated into strong accountability, continuous monitoring of student progress, 
parental involvement, and ongoing professional development. Interestingly, collegial 
partnerships were formed between educational staff, researchers, and business coalitions. These 
partnerships facilitated “horizontal” scaling of research practices rather than the traditional 
“vertical” (i.e. top-down) approach. This is a significant finding since schools can mimic the 
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horizontal partnership approach when attempting to bring reading research to scale. One 
limitation identified by the study is the slowness of teacher preparation programs to respond to 
the latest reading research. Many teacher preparation candidates are not taught how to effectively 
incorporate research-based reading instructional practices into their current teaching repertoire.  
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Chapter 3: Research Design and Methodology 
Design 
 The study employed a quantitative comparative design. The independent variables were 
the grade levels at which the teachers instructed. These grade levels were elementary, middle, or 
high school. Thus, the study sought to compare the extent that best practices were integrated into 
special education reading instruction and the extent that sustainability variables were associated 
with these service delivery models across grade levels.  
Participants 
 This study’s target population was public school special education teachers who taught at 
one or multiple grade levels ranging from kindergarten through twelfth grade. Public schools 
were defined as schools that were supported primarily via public funds, thus not including 
charter schools. Special education teachers were identified as those who held either an 
elementary or secondary teaching certificate with any type of special education endorsement. 
The reason behind this lack of delineation was that students with reading difficulties were not 
necessarily taught by a teacher with one particular endorsement. Contrastingly, one could find an 
array of credentialed teachers providing instruction in a variety of settings for students with 
reading difficulties. 
The sample population included special education teachers who taught in one 
Midwestern county. This particular Midwestern county consisted of ten school districts that 
ranged in size from 1,308 to 16,921 students. In addition to student population size variations, 
these ten school districts included urban, suburban, and rural locations. The study’s sample 
population, therefore, is typical of many school districts across the United States. 
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The process used for identifying subjects for the preliminary research survey began by 
asking the Director of Special Education in each district to identify a special education 
representative for each public school building in their district. Bias on part of the Directors of 
Special Education could have influenced the participant selection process since they may not 
have used random selection when making their recommendations. However, it is not known by 
the researchers to what, if any, extent bias did affect this selection process. A total of 74 special 
education teachers were identified and were subsequently contacted via email. Each of the 74 
teachers was sent an introductory letter outlining the research objectives for the preliminary 
survey along with an informed consent document (see Appendices A and B). Contacted special 
education teachers could then voluntarily decide whether to participate in the study. Since 
participation was voluntary, there could have been self-selection bias affecting the study. There 
was a 62% response rate to the first survey. All participants who responded were then divided 
into three groups based on the grades that they taught: elementary, middle, or high school. These 
group divisions would facilitate analysis of the data amongst the groups. Approximately one half 
of the respondents were elementary teachers, while middle school and high school teachers each 
attributed to one fourth.  
For the follow-up survey, the target population remained the same, while there was a 
slight variation to the sample population. This variation included contacting only the respondents 
to the preliminary survey rather than all 74 originally identified special education teachers. The 
reasoning behind this variation was based upon the nature of the follow-up survey. This measure 
asked questions that would create a deeper understanding of instructional methodology than 
previously gained from responses to the preliminary survey. Without responses to the 
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preliminary survey, further clarification would have been unsubstantiated and irrelevant to the 
study.  
 Forty-six participants were contacted via email for voluntary participation in the follow-
up survey study. These participants were sent an informational letter and informed consent 
document (see Appendices C and D). There was no additional bias that influenced the selection 
of participants in the follow-up survey since selection was based upon the original sample. The 
response rate for the follow-up survey was 28%. Elementary and high school special education 
teacher respondents each formed a little more than one third of the total for the follow-up survey, 
while middle school teacher respondents totaled approximately one fourth.   
Measures 
For both the preliminary and follow-up studies, surveys were used as data collection 
measures (see Appendices E and F). Both measures included fixed choice and open-ended 
responses. The purpose of both surveys was to quantify the perceptions that special education 
teachers have regarding reading instruction for students who have verified reading disabilities. 
The first survey was designed to ascertain demographic information about the schools and their 
student population who have reading disabilities. Some of the demographic information that was 
obtained included school size, grade levels taught at the building, and the types of special 
education classrooms available within the building. This specific demographic information 
allowed for the data to be stratified according to groups. These groups were elementary, middle, 
and high school. Elementary school was defined as grades kindergarten through fifth grade, 
while middle school was defined as grades six through eight. High school was subsequently 
defined as grades nine through twelve.  
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In addition to demographics, several questions on the preliminary survey pertained to the 
type of instruction students with reading disabilities were receiving and the obstacles that 
prevented the provision of quality instruction. For questions relating to curricula, respondents 
were provided with a list of published curricula and the option to specify additional curricula 
they use that weren’t on this list. The listed curricula were selected because of the supportive 
research-based evidence and/or the knowledge of current use within the target population. 
Similarly, the question regarding obstacles preventing quality instruction was based upon 
previously identified variables in educational research (Denton et al., 2003; Foorman & Moats, 
2004; Gersten, Chard, & Baker, 2000).     
The follow-up survey had a two-fold purpose. First, it was to further clarify teachers’ 
perceptions regarding the instruction that students with disabilities received in each of the five 
essential reading skills as identified by the National Reading Panel. Perceptions of instruction 
were delineated into the following components: location of instruction, group size, frequency and 
intensity of instruction, and specific curricula. These components were selected for inclusion in 
the survey because educational research has highlighted them as influential variables upon the 
effectiveness of reading instructional practices (Elbaum, Vaughn, Hughes, & Moody, 2000; 
Foorman & Torgesen, 2001; Torgesen et al., 2001; Vaughn et al., 2003).  The specific list of 
curricula was based upon reviews completed by the Florida Center for Reading Research, the 
Vaughn Gross Center for Reading and Language Arts, and the Oregon Reading First Center. 
These three centers have completed extensive reviews of reading curricula and identified to what 
extent each one is consistent with scientifically-based reading research. Each center used a 
different rating system to convey their findings. Thus, in order for a curriculum to be included on 
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the follow-up survey’s list, the program must have been found effective by at least two of the 
three centers.  
The second purpose was to determine the current level of sustainability for identified 
instructional practices and variables that promote or limit this level. Sustainability was defined as 
“the extent to which an instructional practice is adopted and used over time” (Vaughn et al., 
2004, p.136). For the purpose of the follow-up survey, questions were posed to the respondents 
to identify the impact of six specific variables, which included student progress monitoring, 
curricula selection, length of use, professional development training, administrative support, and 
program modifications. These variables have been supported by research as having an impact on 
sustainability of practices (Denton, et al., 2003; Foorman & Moats, 2004; Gersten et al., 2000; 
Klingner, Arguelles, Hughes, & Vaughn, 2001; Vaughn et al., 2004). All data for the follow-up 
survey was again stratified according to grade levels.    
 Both surveys were created for the sole purpose of this study and approved by the 
University’s Human Subjects Review Committee. Furthermore, the follow-up survey was 
created based upon responses to the preliminary survey and scientific-based reading research. 
Prior to administering the surveys, each of the researchers reviewed them for content and 
construct validity. Further validity for each measure was not established prior to conducting the 
studies because they were not initially administered to a small group of special educators to test 
its concurrent validity. The reason this was not established was due to the type of questions on 
the surveys and that they only yielded nominal or ordinal data.  
 Due to the small sample size, the results will be interpreted only for demonstrative 
purposes. These results represent only 13 of the original 74 participants, making the study’s 
reliability quite limited. It is imperative to note that the survey was potentially compromised in 
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two facets. First, on the preliminary survey for particular questions respondents were to choose 
where their building fell in a range of data points. Some of these data sets overlapped rather than 
increasing sequentially. For example, a range might state 0-100 and then 100-200 instead of 101-
200. This could have impacted the results of the surveys if the respondents felt their response 
was on the borderline of each set. Second, the follow-up survey did not allow respondents to add 
other instructional curricula if it was not listed on the survey directly following the question. 
They were, though, able to provide these responses at the conclusion of the survey, but many had 
no response for the curricula questions. It is unclear if they did not take this opportunity or they 
did not have any additional information. If these surveys were to be used in future studies, these 
issues need to be altered. 
Procedures 
 After receiving approval by the Human Subjects Review Committee, the researchers 
contacted all of the Directors of Special Education in one Midwestern county. These directors 
were asked to identify a special education teacher at each of their public school buildings. A total 
of 74 special education teachers were identified and subsequently contacted by the researchers. 
Initial contact was via email and included an informational letter about the study (see Appendix 
A), the informed consent document (see Appendix B), and the preliminary survey (see Appendix 
E). The informational letter and informed consent document outlined the purpose of the study 
and that participation was voluntary. If they chose to participate, the returned survey served as 
their consent. Participants then completed the survey and attached it to an email sent to the 
specified researcher. Returned surveys were coded for analysis purposes.  
 Participants who returned the preliminary survey were sent the follow-up survey 
informational letter and informed consent (see Appendices C & D). Again their participation in 
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this follow-up study was voluntary. By choosing to complete the follow-up survey and emailing 
it to the specified researcher, they conveyed their informed consent. The data from the follow-up 
survey was coded for analysis. 
Several methods were used to ensure participant confidentiality and safety. There was no 
identifiable information included on the survey forms. This measure protected respondents’ 
identities so that participants could not be identified from coded data. Participants who chose to 
complete the follow-up survey were issued a random alphanumeric privacy code. This code was 
used for identification purposes throughout the remainder of the study. Only the graduate 
researcher had access to the single document linking the participant’s name with the privacy 
code. This document was kept separate from all other materials. All electronic information was 
password protected so that submitted data could not be altered. Returned surveys were stored in a 
locked filing cabinet within the researchers’ offices. During dissemination of results to the 
Directors of Special Education and at educational conferences, the identities of participants were 
protected since only group data were reported. Data will be destroyed within six years unless 
they are being incorporated into subsequent studies. 
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Chapter 4: Presentation and Analysis of Data 
Data Analysis 
 Although forty-six special education teachers who participated in the original survey 
were contacted for subsequent participation in the follow-up survey, only thirteen chose to 
complete the follow-up survey. The districts for which the respondents taught served rural, 
suburban, and urban areas. In this smaller sample there were three respondents who taught at the 
middle school level. The remaining ten respondents were equally split between teaching at the 
elementary and high school levels. The buildings in which respondents taught served between 
less than 100 and more than 2,001 students (see Figure 1). All data analysis was disaggregated 
according to grade level. Descriptive analysis included frequency, mean, and standard deviations 
performed for all variables. 
 
Figure 1. Frequencies for building school size. 
Due to the small sample size, the raw data were then collapsed across variables prior to 
inferential statistical analysis. The rationale behind this was to make the sampling distribution 
more meaningful. Variables were collapsed so that each one had only three measures. By doing 
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this, the data could be disaggregated according to grade level, and meaningful comparisons could 
be made despite the small sample size at each grade level. 
Specific description of how the variables were collapsed follows. Since further statistical 
analysis did not involve the variable in which school district the participants taught, this was not 
collapsed. Also, the grade level variable was already coded as three measures (i.e. elementary, 
middle, and high school); thus it was not further collapsed. School size was collapsed to the 
following three variables: less than 500 students, 501- 1,000 students, and more than 1,001 
students. The rationale for choosing these specific ranges was that many of the respondents 
taught in schools serving less than 1,000 students despite the grade level at which they taught. 
This necessitated further statistical analysis to determine if effective reading instructional 
program and the presence of sustainability variables were associated with smaller school sizes. 
Data relating to instructional features and sustainability variables were collapsed into 
three variables. For all of these cases, one of the collapsed variables was constant. This constant 
variable was that the critical reading skill was not taught. This variable needed to remain 
constant since participants at all grade levels reported they did not teach all five of the critical 
reading skills. The other two variables differed, dependent upon the case.   
Instructional features data included location of instruction, instructional group sizes, 
number of days per week instruction provided, number of instructional minutes per critical 
reading skill, and instructional program. The remaining two variables into which instructional 
location data were collapsed included taught only in a special education setting, and taught in 
the general education classroom solely or in combination with special education instruction. The 
reason variables were split between instruction only in a special education setting and 
instruction occurring to an extent in the general education classroom was a distinction based 
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upon the literature (Denton et al., 2006; Torgesen et al., 2001; & Vaughn et al., 2003). The 
literature presents more intensive interventions and programming being offered in a special 
education setting where differentiation can occur and instruction delivered in a small group size.  
Instructional group size data were collapsed to variables of instructional group sizes 
ranging from 1:1 to groups of four students and groups of five or more students. The number of 
days instruction occurred was collapsed into the variables: one or two days of instruction and 
three or more days. The total instructional time per critical skill was collapsed into instruction 
lasting less than 20 minutes and instruction lasting more than 21 minutes. Again these 
distinctions were based upon the literature (Denton et al, 2006; Ehri et al., 2001; Elbaum et al., 
2000; O’Connor et al., 2007; Torgesen et al., 2001; & Vaughn et al., 2003).  
If a participant did not use any specified instructional program, these data were collapsed 
into the same variable as were the data for teachers who were not teaching the skill. For example, 
none of the high school teacher respondents reported that they taught phonemic awareness skills, 
while one elementary teacher respondent reported using no specified curricula. If the participant 
did use a specified program but it was not listed on one of the three review sites (i.e. Florida 
Center for Reading Research, Vaughn Gross Center for Reading and Language Arts, & Oregon 
Reading First Center), it was collapsed into the second variable. The third variable included 
participants who used a combination of listed and non-listed programming or only listed 
programming. These two types of instruction were combined because the instruction to a degree 
was based upon research-based reading practices.  
Questions pertaining to the following sustainability variables were essentially collapsed 
in a similar manner. These variables were program selection criteria, program training, ongoing 
training and program monitoring, tangible supports, program modifications, and student progress 
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monitoring. These variables were collapsed into three distinctive categories. The first was that 
the critical reading skill was not taught. Second, these variables were not present even though the 
skill was being taught. Last, these variables were present to some degree and the reading skill 
was being taught. This preliminary study sought to identify the extent sustainability variables 
were evident in the schools. The determination for these variable categories was based upon the 
combination of having a small sample size and many participants responding that they did not 
teach one or more of the critical reading skills. Only a small number of participants responded 
that sustainability variables were present within their buildings. To make the data more 
meaningful, they were collapsed so that all schools with sustainability variables were reported as 
one variable. 
The final sustainability variable analyzed concerned the total number of years the 
instructional program had been used by the participant. Again the data were collapsed into three 
variables: the critical reading skill wasn’t taught, the program had been used two years or less, 
and the program had been used three or more years. The literature supports the idea that bringing 
research-based instructional strategies to scale takes multiple years (Foorman & Moats, 2004; 
Hall & Loucks, 1977; Klingner et al., 2001). Teachers must engage in professional development 
to learn the strategies and effectively translate this knowledge into practice. The longer a 
program is used, the more effectively teachers can adapt and modify it while maintaining 
implementation fidelity.  
The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) software was used for the 
purposes of data manipulation and analysis. Spearman rank correlations were performed to 
identify significant associations between school size, the number of days of instruction, 
instructional time per critical reading skill, instructional group size, and the total number of years 
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the instructional program has been used. Significant correlations were identified at either the 
0.05 or 0.01 levels. Correspondences between nominal data were analyzed via chi-square tests. 
The small sample size precludes rigorous chi-square analysis; therefore, it is included only for 
demonstrative purposes. Cross-tabulation tables for chi-square analyses are included for further 
reference for descriptive purposes (see Appendix G).   
Findings 
 Phonemic awareness  
Table 1 
 
Correlations for Phonemic Awareness Variables at the Elementary School Level 
   
 
School 
Size 
 
 
 
No. Days 
 
 
Instructional 
Time 
 
 
Group 
Size 
 
Length 
Program 
Use 
       
School Size Correlation 
Coefficient 
1.000 -.612 -.152 -.645 -.761 
 Sig. (2-tailed) - .272 .807 .239 .135 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
No. Days Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.612 1.000 .745 .791 .745 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .272 - .148 .111 .148 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
Instructional 
Time 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.152 .745 1.000 .354 .556 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .807 .148 - .559 .331 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
Group Size Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.645 .791 .354 1.000 .354 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .239 .111 .559 - .559 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
Length 
Program Use 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.761 .745 .556 .354 1.000 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .135 .148 .331 .559 - 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
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 At the elementary level, correlations ranged in size from -0.0761 to 0.791 (see Table 1). 
There were no statistically significant (i.e. p< 0.05 or p< 0.01) Spearman’s rank correlations at 
this level. Consequently, little can be derived from this data due to the broad range of the 
correlations. Further examination of the correlation data yields two interesting points. First, the 
only negative correlations produced were those involving school size as a variable. Second, 
when the number of instructional days was correlated with the following three variables— 
instructional group size, total instructional time per critical reading skill, and the number of years 
the instructional program had been used— associations ranged from 0.745 to 0.791.   
Table 2 
 
Correlations for Phonemic Awareness Variables at the Middle School Level 
 
 
  
 
School 
Size 
 
 
 
No. Days 
 
 
Instructional 
Time 
 
 
Group 
Size 
 
Length 
Program 
Use 
School Size Correlation 
Coefficient 
1.000 .500 .500 .866 .500 
 Sig. (2-tailed) - .667 .667 .333 .667 
 N 3 3 3 3 3 
No. Days Correlation 
Coefficient 
.500 1.000 1.000** .866 1.000** 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .667 - - .333 - 
 N 3 3 3 3 3 
Instructional 
Time 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.500 1.000** 1.000 .866 1.000** 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .667 - - .333 - 
 N 3 3 3 3 3 
Group Size Correlation 
Coefficient 
.866 .866 .866 1.000 .866 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .333 .333 .333 - .333 
 N 3 3 3 3 3 
Length 
Program Use 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.500 1.000** 1.000** .866 1.000 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .667 - - .333 - 
 N 3 3 3 3 3 
**p< 0.01 
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Spearman’s rank correlation analysis for the middle school level ranged from 0.500 to 
1.000 (see Table 2). A significant correlation was found to exist between the number of 
instructional days and total instructional time per critical reading skill 1.000 (p< 0.01). For the 
high school level, Spearman’s rank correlations could not be calculated since all the values for 
the variable were the same. That is, no participants at the high school level reported that they 
taught phonemic awareness. This value was the same across all variables relating to phonemic 
awareness instruction and sustainability.   
 Chi-square analysis found significant associations between various phonemic awareness 
variables (see Table 3). Since the research calls for more intensive reading instruction for 
students with reading disabilities, the association of this type of instruction with the location and 
instructional program needed to be clarified. The location where phonemic awareness instruction 
occurred was found to be associated with instructional group size (x2 [4, N= 13]= 13.813, p< 
0.01), total instructional time (x2 [4, N= 13]= 16.250, p< 0.01), and the number of instructional 
days per week (x2 [4, N= 13]= 13.813, p< 0.01). The extent of research-based support for the 
instructional program was found to exhibit an association with group size (x2 [4, N= 13]= 
12.188, p< 0.05), number of instructional days (x2 [4, N= 13]= 10.156, p< 0.05), and 
instructional time (x2 [4, N= 13]= 10.156, p< 0.05). Furthermore, there was an association 
between the extent of research-based support for the instructional program and the location 
where this instruction occurred (x2 [4, N= 13]= 15.031, p< 0.01). 
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Table 3 
 
Chi-Squares for Phonemic Awareness Variables 
 Chi-Square df Asymp. Sig. 
Group Size ? Inst. Location 13.813 4 .008 
No. Days ?Inst. Location 13.813 4 .008 
Inst. Time ?Inst. Location 16.250 4 .003 
Program ?Inst. Location 15.031 4 .005 
Group Size ? Program 12.188 4 .016 
No. Days? Program 10.156 4 .038 
Inst. Time ?Program 10.156 4 .038 
Selection Criteria ?Program 20.583 4 .000 
Length Program Use ?Program 15.031 4 .005 
Initial Training ?Program 11.700 4 .020 
Ongoing PD ?Program 11.700 4 .020 
Tangible Support ?Program 14.300 4 .006 
Modification ?Program 18.778 4 .001 
Monitoring ?Program 15.031 4 .005 
Length Program Use ?Selection Criteria 19.500 4 .001 
Initial Training ?Selection Criteria 15.600 4 .004 
Ongoing PD ?Selection Criteria 15.600 4 .004 
Tangible Support ?Selection Criteria 15.600 4 .004 
Modification ?Selection Criteria 14.806 4 .005 
Monitoring ?Selection Criteria 19.500 4 .001 
Length Program Use ?Initial Training 18.200 4 .001 
Ongoing Pd ?Initial Training 26.000 4 .000 
Tangible Support ?Initial Training 13.520 4 .009 
Modification ?Initial Training 14.300 4 .006 
Monitoring ?Initial Training 18.200 4 .001 
Length Program Use ?Ongoing PD 18.200 4 .001 
Tangible Support ?Ongoing PD 13.520 4 .009 
Modification ?Ongoing PD 14.300 4 .006 
Monitoring ?Ongoing PD 18.200 4 .001 
Tangible Support ?Length Program Use 14.300 4 .006 
Modification ?Length Program Use 10.156 4 .038 
Monitoring ?Length Program Use 13.813 4 .008 
Modification ?Tangible Support 11.700 4 .020 
Monitoring ?Tangible Support 14.300 4 .006 
Monitoring ?Modification 21.531 4 .000 
Note. Inst.= Instructional; PD= Professional Development 
 
 Amongst sustainability variables relating to phonemic awareness instruction, chi square 
analysis was performed. The presence of initial program training was found to be associated with 
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the presence of ongoing professional development related to the instructional program (x2 [4, N= 
13]= 26.000, p< 0.001). Extending this finding, the presence of ongoing professional 
development related to the instructional program was found to be associated with the presence of 
administrative tangible supports (x2 [4, N= 13]= 13.520, p< 0.01). Last, the type of program 
modifications the teacher made was found to be associated with the type of student progress 
monitoring the teacher used (x2 [4, N= 13]= 21.531, p< 0.001).            
 Phonics. 
Table 4 
 
Correlations for Phonics Variables at the Elementary School Level 
 
 
  
 
School 
Size 
 
 
 
No. Days 
 
 
Instructional 
Time 
 
 
Group 
Size 
 
Length 
Program 
Use 
School Size Correlation 
Coefficient 
1.000 -a .167 -b -.612 
 Sig. (2-tailed) - - .789 - .272 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
No. Days Correlation 
Coefficient 
-a -a -a -a,b -a 
 Sig. (2-tailed) - - - - - 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
Instructional 
Time 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.167 -a 1.000 -b -.612 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .789 - - - .272 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
Group Size Correlation 
Coefficient 
-b -a,b -b -b -b 
 Sig. (2-tailed) - - - - - 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
Length 
Program Use 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.612 -a -.612 -b 1.000 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .272 - .272 - - 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
a Variable remained constant, all instructional groups included five or more students. 
b Variable remained constant, instruction occurred three or more days per week. 
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 Meaningful correlations at the elementary level could only be calculated between school 
size, total phonics instructional time and number of years the instructional program had been 
used (see Table 4). Correlations ranged from -0.612 to 0.167 with no significant correlations 
being found at the elementary level. Furthermore, all participants responded that they taught 
phonics in groups of five or more students and instruction was delivered three or more days per 
week. The absence of variation in these responses made further examination of these variables 
untenable. 
Table 5 
 
Correlations for Phonics Variables at the Middle School Level 
 
 
  
 
School 
Size 
 
 
 
No. Days 
 
 
Instructional 
Time 
 
 
Group 
Size 
 
Length 
Program 
Use 
School Size Correlation 
Coefficient 
1.000 .500 .866 .866 .500 
 Sig. (2-tailed) - .667 .333 .333 .667 
 N 3 3 3 3 3 
No. Days Correlation 
Coefficient 
.500 1.000 .866 .866 1.000** 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .667 - .333 .333 - 
 N 3 3 3 3 3 
Instructional 
Time 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.866 .866 1.000 1.000** .866 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .333 .333 - - .333 
 N 3 3 3 3 3 
Group Size Correlation 
Coefficient 
.866 .866 1.000** 1.000 .866 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .333 .333 - - .333 
 N 3 3 3 3 3 
Length 
Program Use 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.500 1.000** .866 .866 1.000 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .667 - .333 .333 - 
 N 3 3 3 3 3 
**p< .01 
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Table 6 
 
Chi-Squares for Phonics Variables 
 Chi-Square df Asymp. Sig. 
Group Size ? Inst. Location 15.889 4 .003 
No. Days ?Inst. Location 13.108 4 .011 
Inst. Time ?Inst. Location 13.361 4 .010 
Program ?Inst. Location 14.625 4 .006 
Group Size ? Program 13.361 4 .010 
No. Days? Program 18.417 4 .001 
Inst. Time ?Program 14.625 4 .006 
Selection Criteria ?Program 26.000 4 .000 
Length Program Use ?Program 15.889 4 .003 
Initial Training ?Program 18.417 4 .001 
Ongoing PD ?Program 14.625 4 .006 
Tangible Support ?Program 14.625 4 .006 
Modification ?Program 26.000 4 .000 
Monitoring ?Program 26.000 4 .000 
Length Program Use ?Selection Criteria 15.889 4 .003 
Initial Training ?Selection Criteria 18.417 4 .001 
Ongoing PD ?Selection Criteria 14.625 4 .006 
Tangible Support ?Selection Criteria 14.625 4 .006 
Modification ?Selection Criteria 26.000 4 .000 
Monitoring ?Selection Criteria 26.000 4 .000 
Length Program Use ?Initial Training 19.933 4 .001 
Ongoing Pd ?Initial Training 16.900 4 .002 
Tangible Support ?Initial Training 13.108 4 .011 
Modification ?Initial Training 18.417 4 .001 
Monitoring ?Initial Training 18.417 4 .001 
Length Program Use ?Ongoing PD 20.313 4 .000 
Tangible Support ?Ongoing PD 13.361 4 .010 
Modification ?Ongoing PD 14.625 4 .006 
Monitoring ?Ongoing PD 14.625 4 .006 
Tangible Support ?Length Program Use 13.361 4 .010 
Modification ?Length Program Use 15.889 4 .003 
Monitoring ?Length Program Use 15.889 4 .003 
Modification ?Tangible Support 14.625 4 .006 
Monitoring ?Tangible Support 14.625 4 .006 
Monitoring ?Modification 26.000 4 .000 
Note. Inst.= Instructional; PD= Professional Development 
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Correlations at the middle school level ranged from 0.500 to 1.000 (see Table 5). A 
significant correlation was identified as existing between total phonics instructional time and 
instructional group size (rs [3]= 1.000, p< 0.01). At the high school level, Spearman’s rank 
correlations could not be calculated since all values for the variables were the same. That is no 
participants at the high school level reported that they taught phonics.  
Chi-square analysis was performed to identify significant dependent relationships 
between phonics instructional variables (see Table 6). The location where phonics instruction 
occurred was found to be associated with group size (x2 [4, N=13]= 15.889, p< 0.01), number of 
instructional days (x2 [4, N= 13]= 13.108, p< 0.05), and instructional time (x2 [4, N=13]= 13.361, 
p=0.01). The extent of research-based support for the instructional program was found to exhibit 
associations with instructional group size (x2 [4, N=13]= 13.361, p=0.01), number of 
instructional days (x2 [4, N= 13]= 18.417, p= 0.001), and instructional time (x2 [4, N=13]= 
14.625, p< 0.01). Research-based support for the instructional program was also found to be 
associated with the location where instruction occurred (x2 [4, N=13]= 14.625, p< 0.01).  
Associations among sustainability variables relating to phonics instruction were 
identified via chi-square analysis. The presence of initial program training was found to be 
significantly associated with the presence of ongoing professional development related to the 
instructional program (x2 [4, N=13]= 16.900, p< 0.01). The presence of ongoing professional 
development related to the instructional program exhibited an association with the presence of 
administrative tangible supports (x2 [4, N=13]= 13.361, p=0.01). The type of program 
modifications was found to be associated with the type of student progress monitoring (x2 [4, 
N=13]= 26.000, p< 0.001). 
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Fluency.  
 Spearman’s rank correlations at the elementary level ranged from -0.456 to 1.000 (see 
Table 7). It should be further specified that correlations involving school size produced negative 
correlations, ranging from -0.456 to -0.167. Significant correlations were found to exist between 
the number of instructional days and the following variables: instructional group size (rs [5]= 
0.913, p< 0.05) and total fluency instructional time (rs [5]= 0.917, p< 0.05). An additional 
significant correlation existed between total fluency instructional time and instructional group 
size (rs [5]= 0.913, p< 0.05).  
Table 7 
 
Correlations for Fluency Variables at the Elementary School Level 
 
 
  
 
School 
Size 
 
 
 
No. Days 
 
 
Instructional 
Time 
 
 
Group 
Size 
 
Length 
Program 
Use 
School Size Correlation 
Coefficient 
1.000 -.456 -.304 -.167 -.167 
 Sig. (2-tailed) - .440 .619 .789 .789 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
No. Days Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.456 1.000 .917* .913* .913* 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .440 - .029 .030 .030 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
Instructional 
Time 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.304 .917* 1.000 .913* .913* 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .619 .029 - .030 .030 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
Group Size Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.167 .913* .913* 1.000 1.000** 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .789 .030 .030 - - 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
Length 
Program Use 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.167 .913* .913* 1.000** 1.000 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .789 .030 .030 - - 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
*p< 0.05; **p< 0.01 
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At the middle school level, Spearman’s rank correlations ranged from -0.500 to 1.000 
(see Table 8). Correlations could not be calculated involving the total number of instructional 
days since all participants responded that they taught fluency skills one or two days per week. A 
significant correlation was found to exist between total fluency instructional time and school size 
(rs [3]= 1.000, p< 0.01). As with the previous two critical reading skills, Spearman’s rank 
correlations could not be calculated since all the values for the variables were the same. That is, 
no participants reported that they taught fluency skill at the high school level.  
Table 8 
 
Correlations for Fluency Variables at the Middle School Level 
 
 
  
 
School 
Size 
 
 
 
No. Days 
 
 
Instructional 
Time 
 
 
Group 
Size 
 
Length 
Program 
Use 
School Size Correlation 
Coefficient 
1.000 -a 1.000** .500 -.500 
 Sig. (2-tailed) - - - .667 .667 
 N 3 3 3 3 3 
No. Days Correlation 
Coefficient 
-a -a -a -a -a 
 Sig. (2-tailed) - - - - - 
 N 3 3 3 3 3 
Instructional 
Time 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
1.000** -a 1.000 .500 -.500 
 Sig. (2-tailed) - - - .667 .667 
 N 3 3 3 3 3 
Group Size Correlation 
Coefficient 
.500 -a .500 1.000 -1.000** 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .667 - .667 - - 
 N 3 3 3 3 3 
Length 
Program Use 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.500 -a -.500 -1.000** 1.000 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .667 - .667 - - 
 N 3 3 3 3 3 
aVariable remained constant, instruction occurred one to two days per week  
**p< 0.01 
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Table 9 
 
Chi-Squares for Fluency Variables 
 Chi-Square Df Asymp. Sig. 
Group Size ? Inst. Location 13.000 4 .011 
No. Days ?Inst. Location 13.000 4 .011 
Inst. Time ?Inst. Location 13.000 4 .011 
Program ?Inst. Location 15.600 4 .004 
Group Size ? Program 18.200 4 .001 
No. Days? Program 14.300 4 .006 
Inst. Time ?Program 14.300 4 .006 
Selection Criteria ?Program 18.200 4 .001 
Length Program Use ?Program 18.200 4 .001 
Initial Training ?Program 14.362 4 .006 
Ongoing PD ?Program 10.994 4 .027 
Tangible Support ?Program 10.994 4 .027 
Modification ?Program 26.000 4 .000 
Monitoring ?Program 26.000 4 .000 
Length Program Use ?Selection Criteria 26.000 4 .000 
Initial Training ?Selection Criteria 20.429 4 .000 
Ongoing PD ?Selection Criteria 12.814 4 .012 
Tangible Support ?Selection Criteria 10.539 4 .032 
Modification ?Selection Criteria 18.200 4 .001 
Monitoring ?Selection Criteria 18.200 4 .001 
Length Program Use ?Initial Training 20.429 4 .000 
Ongoing PD ?Initial Training 16.900 4 .002 
Tangible Support ?Initial Training 13.108 4 .011 
Modification ?Initial Training 14.362 4 .006 
Monitoring ?Initial Training 14.362 4 .006 
Length Program Use ?Ongoing PD 12.814 4 .012 
Tangible Support ?Ongoing PD 14.170 4 .007 
Modification ?Ongoing PD 10.994 4 .027 
Monitoring ?Ongoing PD 10.994 4 .027 
Tangible Support ?Length Program Use 10.539 4 .032 
Modification ?Length Program Use 18.200 4 .001 
Monitoring ?Length Program Use 18.200 4 .001 
Modification ?Tangible Support 10.994 4 .027 
Monitoring ?Tangible Support 10.994 4 .027 
Monitoring ?Modification 26.000 4 .000 
Note. Inst.= Instructional; PD= Professional Development 
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Chi-square analysis was performed to identify significant associations between fluency 
instructional variables (see Table 9). A significant association was identified between the 
location where fluency instruction occurred and the following variables: instructional group size 
(x2 [4, N=13]= 13.000, p< 0.05), number of instructional days (x2 [4, N=13]= 13.000, p< 0.05), 
and total instructional time (x2 [4, N=13]= 13.000, p< 0.05). The extent of research-based 
support of the instructional program was found to be associated with the instructional group size 
(x2 [4, N=13]= 18.200, p=0.001), the total number of instructional days (x2 [4, N=13]= 14.300, 
p< 0.01), and total instructional time (x2 [4, N=13]= 14.300, p< 0.01). Research-based support 
for the instructional program was also significantly associated with the instructional location (x2 
[4, N=13]= 15.600, p< 0.01). 
Associations between fluency program sustainability variables were also identified via 
chi-square analysis. The presence of initial program training was found to be associated with the 
presence of ongoing professional development related to the instructional program (x2 [4, 
N=13]= 16.900, p< 0.01). Ongoing professional development related to the instructional program 
was found to exhibit associations with the presence of administrative tangible supports (x2 [4, 
N=13]= 14.170, p< 0.01). The type of program modification was found to be associated with the 
type of student progress monitoring (x2 [4, N=13]= 26.000, p< 0.001). 
Comprehension. 
 At the elementary level there were no significant Spearman’s rank correlations found (see 
Table 10). Correlations ranged from -0.645 to 0.825. It should be further specified that 
correlations involving school size produced only negative correlations. 
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Table 10 
 
Correlations for Comprehension Variables at the Elementary School Level 
 
 
  
 
School 
Size 
 
 
 
No. Days 
 
 
Instructional 
Time 
 
 
Group 
Size 
 
Length 
Program 
Use 
School Size Correlation 
Coefficient 
1.000 -.323 -.152 -.645 -.323 
 Sig. (2-tailed) - .596 .807 .239 .596 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
No. Days Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.323 1.000 .825 .750 .500 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .596 - .086 .144 .391 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
Instructional 
Time 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.152 .825 1.000 .825 .354 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .807 .086 - .086 .559 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
Group Size Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.645 .750 .825 1.000 .250 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .239 .144 .086 - .685 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
Length 
Program Use 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.323 .500 .354 .250 1.000 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .596 .391 .559 .685 - 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
 
Spearman’s rank correlations at the middle school level ranged from 0.0500 to 1.000 (see 
Table 11). Correlations involving instructional group size could not be calculated since all 
participants responded that they taught comprehension skills in groups of five or more students. 
Significant correlations were found to exist between the number of instructional days and the 
total comprehension instructional time (rs [3]=1.000, p< 0.01). Another significant correlation 
was found to exist between school size and total number of years the instructional program had 
been used (rs [3]=1.000, p< 0.01). 
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Table 11 
 
Correlations for Comprehension Variables at the Middle School Level 
 
 
  
 
School 
Size 
 
 
 
No. Days 
 
 
Instructional 
Time 
 
 
Group 
Size 
 
Length 
Program 
Use 
School Size Correlation 
Coefficient 
1.000 .500 .500 -a 1.000** 
 Sig. (2-tailed) - .667 .667 - - 
 N 3 3 3 3 3 
No. Days Correlation 
Coefficient 
.500 1.000 1.000** -a .500 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .667 - - - .667 
 N 3 3 3 3 3 
Instructional 
Time 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.500 1.000** 1.000 -a .500 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .667 - - - .667 
 N 3 3 3 3 3 
Group Size Correlation 
Coefficient 
-a -a -a -a -a 
 Sig. (2-tailed) - - - - - 
 N 3 3 3 3 3 
Length 
Program Use 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
1.000** .500 .500 -a 1.000 
 Sig. (2-tailed) - .667 .667 - - 
 N 3 3 3 3 3 
aVariable remained constant, all instructional groups included five or more students 
**p< 0.01 
 
At the high school level, Spearman’s rank correlations ranged from -0.559 to 1.000 (see 
Table 12). As with the elementary level, correlations involving school size produced only 
negative values. Significant correlations were found between the number of instructional days 
and the following variables: total comprehension instructional time (rs [5]=1.000, p< 0.01) and 
instructional group size (rs [5]=1.000, p< 0.01). Significant correlations also were found to exist 
between total comprehension instructional time and instructional group size (rs [5]=1.000, p< 
0.01).  
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Table 12 
 
Correlations for Comprehension Variables at the High School Level 
 
 
  
 
School 
Size 
 
 
 
No. Days 
 
 
Instructional 
Time 
 
 
Group 
Size 
 
Length 
Program 
Use 
School Size Correlation 
Coefficient 
1.000 -.559 -.559 -.559 -.559 
 Sig. (2-tailed) - .327 .327 .327 .327 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
No. Days Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.559 1.000 1.000** 1.000** 1.000** 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .327 - - - - 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
Instructional 
Time 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.559 1.000** 1.000 1.000** 1.000** 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .327 - - - - 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
Group Size Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.559 1.000** 1.000** 1.000 1.000** 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .327 - - - - 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
Length 
Program Use 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.559 1.000** 1.000** 1.000** 1.000 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .327 - - - - 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
**p< 0.01 
 
 Chi-square analysis identified significant associations between comprehension 
instructional variables (see Table 13). The location of comprehension instruction was found to be 
associated with group size (x2 [4, N=13]= 16.095, p< 0.01), number of instructional days (x2 [4, 
N=13]= 18.571, p=0.001), and instructional time (x2 [4, N=13]= 16.095, p< 0.01). The extent of 
the research-based support for the instructional program was associated with the subsequent 
variables: group size (x2 [4, N=13]= 11.267, p< 0.05),  number of instructional days (x2 [4, 
N=13]= 14.806, p< 0.01), and instructional time (x2 [4, N=13]= 12.422, p< 0.05). Research-
based support for the instructional program was associated with instructional location (x2 [4, 
N=13]= 9.905, p< 0.05). 
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Table 13 
 
Chi-Squares for Comprehension Variables 
 Chi-Square df Asymp. Sig. 
Group Size ? Inst. Location 16.095 4 .003 
No. Days ?Inst. Location 18.571 4 .001 
Inst. Time ?Inst. Location 16.095 4 .003 
Program ?Inst. Location 9.905 4 .042 
Group Size ? Program 11.267 4 .024 
No. Days? Program 14.806 4 .005 
Inst. Time ?Program 12.422 4 .014 
Selection Criteria ?Program 18.417 4 .001 
Length Program Use ?Program 12.458 4 .014 
Initial Training ?Program 12.458 4 .014 
Ongoing PD ?Program 14.444 4 .006 
Tangible Support ?Program 11.375 4 .023 
Modification ?Program 26.000 4 .000 
Monitoring ?Program 22.286 4 .000 
Length Program Use ?Selection Criteria 17.333 4 .002 
Initial Training ?Selection Criteria 17.333 4 .002 
Ongoing PD ?Selection Criteria 20.222 4 .000 
Tangible Support ?Selection Criteria 13.000 4 .011 
Modification ?Selection Criteria 18.417 4 .001 
Monitoring ?Selection Criteria 18.571 4 .001 
Length Program Use ?Initial Training 13.000 4 .011 
Ongoing Pd ?Initial Training 20.800 4 .000 
Tangible Support ?Initial Training 13.000 4 .011 
Modification ?Initial Training 12.458 4 .014 
Monitoring ?Initial Training 14.857 4 .005 
Length Program Use ?Ongoing PD 13.867 4 .008 
Tangible Support ?Ongoing PD 13.867 4 .008 
Modification ?Ongoing PD 14.444 4 .006 
Monitoring ?Ongoing PD 16.095 4 .003 
Tangible Support ?Length Program Use 13.000 4 .011 
Modification ?Length Program Use 12.458 4 .014 
Monitoring ?Length Program Use 14.857 4 .005 
Modification ?Tangible Support 11.375 4 .023 
Monitoring ?Tangible Support 14.857 4 .005 
Monitoring ?Modification 22.286 4 .000 
Note. Inst.= Instructional; PD= Professional Development 
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In addition to identifying associations among instructional variables, chi-square analysis 
was performed to identify significant associations between comprehension sustainability 
variables. The presence of initial program training was found to be associated with the presence 
of ongoing professional development related to the instructional program (x2 [4, N=13]= 20.800, 
p< 0.001). A significant association was found to exist between the presence of ongoing 
professional development related to the instructional program and the presence of administrative 
tangible supports (x2 [4, N=13]= 13.867, p< 0.01). The type of program modifications and the 
type of student progress monitoring were found to be associated (x2 [4, N=13]= 22.286, p< 
0.001). 
 Vocabulary. 
Spearman’s rank correlations at the elementary level ranged from -0.304 to 0.917 (see 
Table 14). Three significant correlations were found to exist between various variables at this 
level. Statistically significant correlations existed between the number of instructional days and 
the following variables: total vocabulary instructional time (rs [5]=0.913, p< 0.05) and 
instructional group size (rs [5]=0.917, p< 0.05). In addition to these correlations, a statistically 
significant correlation was found to exist between total vocabulary instructional time and 
instructional group size (rs [5]=0.913, p< 0.05).   
At the middle school level, Spearman’s rank correlations ranged from 0.000 to 1.000 (see 
Table 15). The sole significant correlation found was between total vocabulary instructional time 
and instructional group size (rs [3]=1.000, p< 0.01). 
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Table 14 
 
Correlations for Vocabulary Variables at the Elementary School Level 
 
 
  
 
School 
Size 
 
 
 
No. Days 
 
 
Instructional 
Time 
 
 
Group 
Size 
 
Length 
Program 
Use 
School Size Correlation 
Coefficient 
1.000 .000 -.167 -.304 .152 
 Sig. (2-tailed) - 1.000 .789 .619 .807 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
No. Days Correlation 
Coefficient 
.000 1.000 .913* .917* .917* 
 Sig. (2-tailed) 1.000 - .030 .029 .029 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
Instructional 
Time 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.167 .913* 1.000 .913* .913* 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .789 .030 - .030 .030 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
Group Size Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.304 .917* .913* 1.000 .750 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .619 .029 .030 - .144 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
Length 
Program Use 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.152 .917* .913* .750 1.000 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .807 .029 .030 .144 - 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
*p< 0.05 
  
At the high school level, correlations ranged from -0.456 to 1.000 (see Table 16). 
Statistically significant correlations existed between number of instructional days and the 
subsequent variables: total vocabulary instructional time (rs [5]=1.000, p< 0.01), and 
instructional group size (rs [5]=1.000, p< 0.01). A significant correlation also existed between 
total vocabulary instructional time and instructional group size (rs [5]=1.000, p< 0.01). It should 
also be noted that for all correlations involving school size as a variable, negative values were 
yielded.  
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Table 15 
 
Correlations for Vocabulary Variables at the Middle School Level 
 
 
  
 
School 
Size 
 
 
 
No. Days 
 
 
Instructional 
Time 
 
 
Group 
Size 
 
Length 
Program 
Use 
School Size Correlation 
Coefficient 
1.000 .000 .500 .500 .866 
 Sig. (2-tailed) - 1.000 .667 .667 .333 
 N 3 3 3 3 3 
No. Days Correlation 
Coefficient 
.000 1.000 .866 .866 .500 
 Sig. (2-tailed) 1.000 - .333 .333 .667 
 N 3 3 3 3 3 
Instructional 
Time 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.500 .866 1.000 1.000** .866 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .667 .333 - - .333 
 N 3 3 3 3 3 
Group Size Correlation 
Coefficient 
.500 .866 1.000** 1.000 .866 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .667 .333 - - .333 
 N 3 3 3 3 3 
Length 
Program Use 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.866 .500 .866 .866 1.000 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .333 .667 .333 .333 - 
 N 3 3 3 3 3 
**p< 0.01 
 
 Chi-square analysis was performed to identify significant associations between 
vocabulary variables (see Table 17). The location of vocabulary instruction was found to be 
associated with instructional group size (x2 [4, N=13]= 18.571, p= 0.001), total number of 
instructional days (x2 [4, N=13]= 14.114, p< 0.01), and total instructional time (x2 [4, N=13]= 
13.000, p< 0.01). An association was found to exist between the extent of research-based support 
for the instructional program and the total number of instructional days (x2 [4, N=13]= 11.170, 
p< 0.05).   
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Table 16 
 
Correlations for Vocabulary Variables at the High School Level 
 
 
  
 
School 
Size 
 
 
 
No. Days 
 
 
Instructional 
Time 
 
 
Group 
Size 
 
Length 
Program 
Use 
School Size Correlation 
Coefficient 
1.000 -.456 -.456 -.456 -.456 
 Sig. (2-tailed) - .440 .440 .440 .440 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
No. Days Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.456 1.000 1.000** 1.000** 1.000** 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .440 - - - - 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
Instructional 
Time 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.456 1.000** 1.000 1.000** 1.000** 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .440 - - - - 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
Group Size Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.456 1.000** 1.000** 1.000 1.000** 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .440 - - - - 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
Length 
Program Use 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.456 1.000** 1.000** 1.000** 1.000 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .440 - - - - 
 N 5 5 5 5 5 
**p< 0.01 
 
 Variables relating to the sustainability of vocabulary instruction were also analyzed via 
chi-square analysis. The type of initial program training was identified as being associated with 
the presence of ongoing professional development related to the instructional program (x2 [4, 
N=13]= 13.000, p< 0.05). Extending this finding, ongoing professional development related to 
the instructional program was found to be associated with the presence of administrative tangible 
support (x2 [4, N=13]= 20.222, p< 0.001). Last, a significant association was identified between 
the type of program modifications and the type of student progress monitoring (x2 [4, N=13]= 
16.120, p< 0.01). 
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Table 17 
 
Chi-Squares for Vocabulary Variables 
 Chi-Square df Asymp. Sig. 
Group Size ? Inst. Location 18.571 4 .001 
No. Days ?Inst. Location 14.114 4 .007 
Inst. Time ?Inst. Location 13.000 2 .002 
Program ?Inst. Location 4.952 4 .292 
Group Size ? Program 5.778 4 .216 
No. Days? Program 11.170 4 .025 
Inst. Time ?Program 3.611 2 .164 
Selection Criteria ?Program 10.978 4 .027 
Length Program Use ?Program 6.741 4 .150 
Initial Training ?Program 3.611 4 .461 
Ongoing PD ?Program 6.741 4 .150 
Tangible Support ?Program 5.970 4 .201 
Modification ?Program 16.467 4 .002 
Monitoring ?Program 11.170 4 .025 
Length Program Use ?Selection Criteria 20.222 4 .000 
Initial Training ?Selection Criteria 13.867 4 .008 
Ongoing PD ?Selection Criteria 15.600 4 .004 
Tangible Support ?Selection Criteria 17.680 4 .001 
Modification ?Selection Criteria 9.880 4 .042 
Monitoring ?Selection Criteria 13.058 4 .011 
Length Program Use ?Initial Training 17.333 4 .002 
Ongoing PD ?Initial Training 13.000 4 .011 
Tangible Support ?Initial Training 13.867 4 .008 
Modification ?Initial Training 10.075 4 .039 
Monitoring ?Initial Training 13.867 4 .008 
Length Program Use ?Ongoing PD 14.444 4 .006 
Tangible Support ?Ongoing PD 20.222 4 .000 
Modification ?Ongoing PD 11.628 4 .020 
Monitoring ?Ongoing PD 15.600 4 .004 
Tangible Support ?Length Program Use 15.600 4 .004 
Modification ?Length Program Use 10.761 4 .029 
Monitoring ?Length Program Use 13.289 4 .010 
Modification ?Tangible Support 9.880 4 .042 
Monitoring ?Tangible Support 13.058 4 .011 
Monitoring ?Modification 16.120 4 .003 
Note. Inst.= Instructional; PD= Professional Development 
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Chapter 5: Discussion and Conclusions 
Discussion 
 This study was a pilot study set up solely for demonstration purposes. It shows how a 
large-scale study could be conducted when attempting to answer to what extent best practices as 
identified by the National Reading Panel and other rigorous research are integrated into special 
education reading instruction. In the process of identifying curricula elements, it is imperative to 
also attempt to determine to what extent the variables are associated with sustainability 
evidenced in these service delivery models. Without these sustainability variables, the sustained 
use of evidence-based reading curricula is in jeopardy.  
 The most striking finding of this study was the overwhelming number of teachers who 
reported that students with reading difficulties were not receiving instruction in one or more of 
the critical reading skills within their buildings. In the sample of thirteen teachers, only three 
teachers gave instruction in all five critical areas and three provided instruction in three or four 
areas. While educational research has identified five critical reading skills that need to be 
explicitly taught to students with reading difficulties, this has yet to be translated into actual 
practice. If this gap between research and practice can be eliminated, the trend towards lack of 
instruction might cease to exist. The implications of this for students is tremendous due to the 
fact they would be receiving instruction in all of the critical reading skills identified as pertinent 
for developing one’s ability to read.  
 While reading instruction did not oftentimes include all five critical reading skills, there 
were some positive correlations found between instructional elements. As mentioned in the 
research, more intensive interventions draw upon providing students a greater amount of 
instructional time over the course of more days per week (Elbaum et al., 2000; Torgesen et al., 
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2001; Vaughn et al., 2003). An important finding of this study was the existence of a significant 
correlation between an increased instructional time per critical reading skill and an increased 
total number of instructional days. This means that some students who have reading disabilities 
are receiving intense instructional time that begins to mirror those identified by research. It is 
only a beginning since total explicit instructional time remains substantially less than the two or 
more hours per day as identified by research.  
The negative correlations involving school size were found to exist in the areas of 
phonemic awareness, fluency, comprehension, and vocabulary. These negative correlations 
confirm the presence of an expected outcome. One would expect instructional time and number 
of instructional days to decrease as total school size increases since school personnel must now 
divide their time amongst more struggling readers. The decrease for instructional group size 
needs to be viewed in light of the findings from the preliminary survey, which found that fewer 
students were perceived as having a reading disability as they grew older. Based upon these 
findings, it is logical that instructional group size would decrease since teachers’ perceptions 
preclude students from being identified as needing this instruction.  
An unexpected finding was related to group size and its significant correlations with 
instructional time and total number of instructional days. As group size increased, so did 
instructional time and the number of instructional days. This was not expected since the research 
clearly supports small instructional group sizes combined with increased instructional time. The 
reasons behind these findings might be related to the service delivery model of special education 
instruction. In the middle and high school levels, special education instruction typically is 
scheduled as one class period during the school day. Any students who need explicit reading 
instruction would be enrolled in this class. The cases where increased group size correlated with 
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increased instructional time (50%) and total number of days (67%) were at the middle of high 
school level. This would account for the increased instructional time correlating to increased 
group sizes.   
These findings are only preliminary due to the small sample size upon which they are 
based. Further validation is needed before they can be fully accepted. As a result of the small 
sample size, the data were collapsed. For example, there were distinctive categories outlining the 
selection criteria variable used in the buildings.  When the data were collapsed, these distinctive 
categories were reduced to indicate only the presence or absence of selection criteria. By 
expanding this study to a large-scale study, these distinctions could be maintained.   
It is important to note that statistical analysis did yield perfect correlations. In the 
educational field, it is highly unlikely that perfect correlations exist due to the involvement of 
human subjects. Consequently, the perfect correlations yielded in this study are simply artifacts 
of either the small sample size or the results of collapsing the data. Further research is needed to 
determine the true correlation level existing between these variables.   
 Chi-square analysis of the data yielded numerous significant findings at the 0.05, 0.01, 
and 0.001 levels. It is believed that these significance levels are only artifacts of the small sample 
size and do not reveal significant findings. The number of empty cells identified with the cross-
tabulation tables supports this projection. The tables also reveal that data were skewed due to the 
large number of case involving the critical reading skills not being taught. Nevertheless, future 
research is needed to further validate the significant associations identified between the 
instructional location and the following variables: the instructional time, number of instructional 
days, and group size. In addition, associations between initial and ongoing professional 
development, student progress monitoring and instructional program modifications, and 
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administrative tangible supports and ongoing professional development need to be further 
validated. 
Implications 
 The greatest implication of this pilot study is its replicability as a large-scale study. As a 
pilot study, it outlined the necessary methods to be used for future implementation. It also 
established the necessary reliability and validity of the survey measure. This study should be 
implemented on a large scale statewide or within another intermediate school district with a 
similar target population. Only when the sample size is large enough can true implications of the 
study be identifying since they will be more statistically viable.  
 The findings of this study are applicable to both students and instructional staff. Concerns 
are raised about the quality and intensity of reading instruction. Students who have reading 
disabilities are not receiving instruction in all five critical reading skills even though these skills 
are outlined in the National Reading Panel’s report and subsequent reading research as essential 
to student reading progress. It should be no surprise, then, that students with reading disabilities 
are making little to no progress in special education classrooms (Moody et al., 2000; Vaughn et 
al., 1998). Coupled with the lack of instruction in the five critical reading skills is the use of non 
research-based instructional programming. Many of the participants did not readily identify 
effective programming, but rather outlined program use lacking evidence-based support. These 
responses support the idea of a gap between educational research and actual practice (Denton et 
al., 2003; Overview of Reading, 1998). The gap needs to be eliminated so effective evidence-
based reading programs are implemented for the benefits of students. 
 Beyond the lack of effective programming, the intensity of reading instruction needs to 
be increased to mirror those models found to be beneficial in the research (Denton et al., 2006; 
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Torgesen et al., 2001; Vaughn et al., 2003). The findings of this study showed that as 
instructional intensity increased, so did group size. If group size increases for the most needy 
students, the question arises as to whether their teachers are differentiating instruction to the 
needs and individualized education plan goals for each of the students. Instruction should be 
individualized and differentiated due to the versatile needs of students as well as their needs in 
each of the critical reading skills. Larger instructional group sizes should not be the norm since 
the most effective programming for students with reading disabilities occurs in small group 
settings for one to two hours, five days a week. Educational research suggests that these intense 
interventions do not need to last the entire school year but rather a couple of months for effective 
student progress to be achieved.  
Implications for staff effect special education service delivery models within their 
buildings and school districts. As staff begin to implement intensive reading interventions, this 
will affect their overall caseload numbers by decreasing the number of students they can serve at 
one time. It will be important for districts to determine methods to financially support these types 
of interventions and the personnel needed to implement them. Administration will also need to 
specify how these intense interventions fit into their buildings’ and districts’ response to 
intervention models.   
Changes to service delivery models will require the presence of stability variables such as 
professional development, student progress monitoring, and administrative tangible supports. 
This study found that sustainability variables were not present within their buildings to support 
instruction in the critical reading skills they were teaching. The presence of sustainability 
variables is essential to scaling up of research-based instructional strategies (Denton et al., 2003; 
Foorman & Moats, 2004; Klingner et al., 2001). Teachers need to have increased access to 
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research so that they are aware of programming supported by research-based practices. They also 
need to link instructional programming with student improvement via progress monitoring, 
engage in professional development opportunities, and receive tangible supports from a 
supportive administration. Currently, these sustainability variables were not present within the 
study sample’s school buildings.  
Limitations  
 As was mentioned in Chapter 3, there were several foreseen limitations to the study prior 
to data analysis. These related to the lack of validity and reliability of the preliminary and 
follow-up surveys. Known limitations included the overlapping data ranges in the preliminary 
survey. This could have compromised findings if a participant believed that his or her response 
was on the borderline of the dataset. This limitation was not present during the follow-up survey 
since the data ranges did not overlap. The final known limitation was a participant’s inability to 
add instructional programming immediately following the survey question. While participants 
were able to make these additions at the conclusion of the survey, few chose to do so.  
 The findings of this study were also affected by many unforeseen limitations. The 
findings of this study were limited due to the small sample size (i.e. n= 13). This limited the 
meaningful statistical analysis that could be performed. Even when analysis could be performed, 
the results need to be interpreted with caution rather than blindly accepted as significant findings. 
This caution arose based upon two limiting variables in the study. First, an overwhelming 
number of participants at all three grade levels responded that they did not teach one or more of 
the critical reading skills. These responses skewed the data so that significant correlations and 
chi-squares were identified as existing. However, if these responses were pulled from the data 
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set, these significant results may have ceased to exist. This could have been determined if the 
data were further collapsed for 2-tail analysis via Fisher’s exact test. 
Second, data were collapsed for meaningful statistical analysis purposes. Collapsing the 
data necessitated many variables to be no longer mutually exclusive. This was most evident for 
two variables: location where instruction occurred and the extent of research-based support for 
the instructional program. For instructional location, variables were collapsed to include the 
critical skill not being taught, instruction only in a special education location, and instruction in 
the general education setting that could have been in combination with special education 
instruction. This third variable was no longer mutually exclusive since it combined instruction 
that occurred only in the general education setting with instruction that occurred in both the 
general and special education settings. These two types of instructional settings differ drastically 
in not only teacher credentials but also in the number of students potentially receiving instruction 
at the same time.  
As a reminder, to determine the extent of research-based support for the instructional 
program, it had to be listed on two of the three reading curricula review sites. Many participants 
responded that several programs were used within their buildings to teach a critical reading skill 
to students with reading disabilities. Consequently, this meant that a participant’s response could 
be the critical skill not being taught, use of only non-listed programs, combined use of listed and 
non-listed programs, or use of only listed programs. The first two possible responses were left as 
variables when the variable was collapsed. The final two responses were collapsed into one 
variable. This meant that participants might be using a listed program, but the extent of this could 
not be determined from the collapsed data.     
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These known and unforeseen limitations impact the replicability of the study. Several 
changes would need to be made to the preliminary and follow-up surveys before a large-scale 
study could be conducted. The first change would be to combine both surveys and create parallel 
forms so that all special education personnel in the building could engage in the study. The data 
ranges would need to be slightly altered so they do not overlap. In addition, the option to type in 
alternative instructional programming immediately following the survey question would be a 
beneficial change.  
To increase the response rate and survey sample size, several changes could be made. 
First, the survey could be administered in a different format other than a word-processed file. At 
first glance, the word-processed file may create the impression that the survey is lengthy and 
time-consuming even though the introduction letter states an accurate completion time. By using 
an alternative format that presents limited questions at a time, participants might be more likely 
to participate since they feel the introduction letter presents a clearer total participation time 
estimate. Second, participation in the survey could be incentive-driven. Last, distribution of the 
survey could occur at a time that complements the school calendars. Initial distribution of the 
follow-up survey occurred during the summer break. A more convenient time might have been 
during the fall months of the school year.   
Future Research 
 There are at least three defined areas for future research. First, since this was only a pilot 
study, it should be replicated as a large-scale study. The sample population should be expanded 
to include all special education personnel within each school building. Participation should be 
incentive-driven. These changes would allow for more meaningful statistical analysis and 
consequently significant findings. Replication of this study on a larger scale would allow for 
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further clarification of instructional practices affecting students with reading disabilities. It has 
yet to be clearly identified if teachers use evidence-based reading instructional programs to teach 
struggling readers. Even more importantly, additional study is needed to clarify whether teachers 
provide instruction in all five of the critical reading skill areas to all students with reading 
disabilities regardless of the grade in which they are.  
 The second area is further clarification, highlighting which published and non-published 
reading programs are evidence-based. It seems these days that any program can hold the 
distinction of being evidence-based if it claims to provide instruction in the specified critical 
reading skills. However, it is not the provision of this instruction that establishes a program as 
being evidence-based. In order for this clarification to occur, further research validating the 
instructional methodologies of these programs as benefiting student progress is needed. This 
research will need to hold to rigorous experimental standards and be published in peer-reviewed 
literature. Coupled with increased publication, the findings need to be compiled into practitioner 
accessible databases. Such databases have already begun to appear and include the likes of the 
What Works Clearinghouse and the three reading review databases used in this study. This 
access will begin to bridge the gap between research and actual practice in the field of education. 
 Only when an instructional program has been empirically validated as evidence-based 
can research begin to identify the impact of other variables upon the student progress. These 
variables might include total instructional time, instructional location, and instructional group 
size. Another intriguing area of future research would be how evidence-based programs can be 
combined in order for optimal student progress to be achieved. For example, it could be specified 
if a combination of two or three programs provided greater results towards student progress than 
a single program. 
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 The third area for future research deals with sustainability variables that directly impact 
evidence-based reading instruction. This present study did not delve into statistical analysis 
between sustainability variables and instructional variables. It has yet to be answered if particular 
variables, such as the total number of years an instructional program has been used, impact the 
way it is taught (i.e. instructional time, group size, and instructional location). It will be 
important to connect sustainability variables that promote effective instructional practices for 
students with reading difficulties. Without this link, it will be difficult for special education 
service delivery models to implement evidence-based instructional practices efficiently and 
successfully. Students with reading difficulties need the best educational practices driving their 
instruction, assisting them to become contributing members of society who know how to read.   
 
Reading Instructional Strategies        78
References 
Council for Exceptional Children. (2005, March). What’s new in the new IDEA 2004: Frequently 
asked questions and answers. Arlington, VA: Author.  
Dahl, P. R. (1979). An experimental program for teaching high speed word recognition and 
comprehension skills. In J. E. Button, T. Lovitt, & T. Rowland (Eds.), Communications 
research in learning disabilities and mental retardation (pp. 33-65). Baltimore: 
University Park Press. 
Denton, C. A., Fletcher, J. M., Anthony, J. L., & Francis, D. J. (2006). An evaluation of intensive 
intervention for students with persistent reading difficulties. Journal of Learning 
Disabilities, 39, 447-466. 
Denton, C. A., Vaughn, S., & Fletcher, J. M. (2003). Bringing research-based practice in reading 
intervention to scale. Learning Disabilities Research & Practice, 18(3), 201-211.  
Dunn, L. M., Dunn, L. M., & Dunn, D. M. (1997). The Peabody picture vocabulary test- third 
edition. Circle Pines, MN: American Guidance Services. 
Ehri, L. C. (2004). Teaching phonemic awareness and phonics: An explanation of the National 
Reading Panel Meta-analyses. In P. McCardle & V. Chhabra (Eds.), The voice of 
evidence in reading research (pp.153-186). Baltimore: Paul H. Brookes Publishing Co. 
Ehri, L. C., Nunes, S. R., Willows, D. M., Schuster, B. V., Yaghoub-Zadeh, Z., Shanahan, T. 
(2001). Phonemic awareness instruction helps children learn to read: Evidence from the 
National Reading Panel’s meta-analysis. Reading Research Quarterly, 36, 250-287. 
Elbaum, B., Vaughn, S., Hughes, M. T., & Moody, S. W. (2000). How effective are one-to-one 
tutoring programs in reading for elementary students at risk for reading failure? A meta-
analysis of the intervention research. Journal of Educational Psychology, 92, 605-619.  
Reading Instructional Strategies        79
Fantasia. (2005). Life is not a fairy tale. New York: Simon and Schuster. 
Foorman, B. R., Moats, L. C. (2004). Conditions for sustaining research-based practices in early 
reading intervention. Remedial and Special Education, 25, 51-60.  
Foorman, B. R., & Torgesen, J. (2001). Critical elements of classroom and small-group 
instruction promote reading success in all children. Learning Disabilities Research and 
Practice, 16, 203-212. 
Gersten, R., Chard, D., & Baker, S. (2000). Factors enhancing sustained use of research-based 
instructional practices. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 33, 445-457. 
Gersten, R., Fuchs, L. S., Williams, J. P., Baker, S. (2001). Teaching reading comprehension 
strategies to students with learning disabilities: A review of research. Review of 
Educational Research, 71, 279-320. 
Hall, G. E. & Loucks, S. F. (1977). A developmental model for determining whether the 
treatment is actually implemented. American Educational Research Journal, 14, 263-
276. 
Harris, T., & Hodges, R. (Eds.). (1995). The literacy dictionary. Newark, DE: International 
Reading Association. 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act Amendments of 2004, PL 108-446, 
118 Stat., 20 U.S.C. §1400 et seq. 
Jitendra, A. K., Edwards, L. L., Sacks, G., & Jacobson, L. A. (2004). What research says about 
vocabulary instruction for students with learning disabilities. Exceptional Children, 70, 
299-322. 
Reading Instructional Strategies        80
Klingner, J. K., Arguelles, M. E., Hughes, M. T., & Vaughn, S. (2001). Examining the 
schooldwide “spread” of research-based practices. Learning Disability Quarterly, 24, 
221-234. 
Kuhn, M. R. & Stahl, S. A. (2003). Fluency: A review of developmental and remedial practices. 
Journal of Educational Psychology, 95, 3-21. 
Lee, J., Grigg, W., & Donahue, P. (2007). The nation’s report card: Reading 2007 (NCES 2007-
496). Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics, Institute of Education 
Sciences, U.S. Department of Education. 
McCardle, P., Chhabra, V. (Eds.). (2004). The voice of evidence in reading research. Baltimore: 
Paul H. Brookes Publishing Co. 
Moody, S. W., Vaughn, S., Hughes, M. T., Fischer, M. (2000). Reading instruction in the 
resource room: Set up for failure. Exceptional Children, 66, 305-316. 
National Reading Panel (NRP). (2000, December). Teaching children to read: An evidence-
based assessment of the scientific research literature on reading and its implications for 
reading instruction (NIH Pub. No. 00-4769). Washington, DC: National Institute of 
Child Health and Human Development. 
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), PL 107-110, 115 Stat. 1425, 20 U.S.C. §§6301 et 
seq. 
O’Connor, R. E., White, A., & Swanson, H. L. (2007). Repeated reading versus continuous 
reading: Influences on reading fluency and comprehension. Exceptional Children, 74, 31-
46. 
 
Reading Instructional Strategies        81
Overview of reading and literacy initiatives: Hearing before the Senate Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources, 105th Cong. (1998, April 28) (testimony of G. Reid Lyon). Also 
available on-line: 
http://www.pde.state.pa.us/nclb/lib/nclb/Reid%20Lyon%20Statement.pdf. 
The Partnership for Reading. (2003, June). Put reading first: The research building blocks for 
teaching children to read (2nd ed.). Washington, DC: Author. (Available from ED Pubs, 
800-228-8813, Post Office Box 1398, Jessup, MD 20794-1398, 
edpuborders@edpubs.org; also available on-line: 
http://www.nifl.gov/partnershipforreading/publications/pdf/low_res_child_reader_B-
K.pdf) 
Samuels, S. J. (1979). The method of repeated readings. The Reading Teacher, 32, 403-408. 
Torgesen, J. K., Alexander, A. W., Wagner, R. K., Rashotte, C. A., Voeller, K. K. S., & Conway, 
T. (2001). Intensive remedial instruction for children with severe reading disabilities: 
Immediate and long-term outcomes from two instructional approaches. Journal of 
Learning Disabilities, 34, 33-58, 78. 
Torgesen, J. K., Wagner, R., & Rashotte, C. A. (1999). Test of word reading efficiency. Austin, 
TX: PRO-ED. 
U.S. Department of Education Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services. (2002). A 
new era: Revitalizing special education for children and their families. Washington, DC: 
Author. Also available on-line: 
http://www.ed.gov/inits/commissionsboards/whspecialeducation/index.html. 
 
Reading Instructional Strategies        82
Vaughn, S., Klingner, J. K., & Hughes, M. T. (2004). Sustainability of research-based practices: 
Implication for students with disabilities. In A. M. Sorrells, H. J. Rieth, & P. T. Sindelar 
(Eds.), Critical issues in special education: Access, diversity and accountability (pp.135-
153). Boston: Pearson. 
Vaughn, S., Linan-Thompson, S., Kouzekanani, K., Bryant, D. P., Dickson, S., & Blozis, S. 
(2003). Reading instruction groups for students with reading difficulties. Remedial and 
Special Education, 24, 301-315. 
Vaughn, S., Moody, S. W., & Schumm, J. S. (1998). Broken promises: Reading instruction in the 
resource room. Exceptional Children, 64, 211-225.  
Wiederholt, J., & Bryant, B. (2001). Gray oral reading tests, fourth edition. Austin, TX: PRO-
ED. 
Woodcock, R. (1998). The Woodcock reading mastery tests- NU. Circle Pines, MN: American 
Guidance Service. 
Woodcock, R. W., & Johnson, M. B. (1989). Woodcock-Johnson psychoeductional battery- 
Revised. Allen, TX: DLM Teaching Resources. 
Woodcock, R. W., McGrew, K. S., & Mather, N. (2001). Woodcock-Johnson tests of 
achievement, third edition. Itasca, IL: Riverside. 
Yell, M. L. (2006). The law and special education (2nd ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson 
Education.  
Reading Instructional Strategies        83
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendices 
Reading Instructional Strategies        84
APPENDIX A: Preliminary Survey Introduction Letter 
Dear Survey Participant, 
The Director of Special Education in your district has identified you to represent your 
building in a survey we are conducting to gather information concerning the nature of reading 
instruction offered though special education services and programs in Washtenaw County.  This 
information will be valuable as districts review their programs and services and analyze yearly 
progress data for students.  Your responses and comments will be confidential and will only be 
presented as part of an aggregate analysis. 
We’d like to thank you in advance for your time and input - the survey should take about 
10 minutes to complete.   
We have attached the survey and a document entitled “Informed Consent,” which 
outlines the research design, research approval process, and the research implementation plan for 
this study.  Please read the “Informed Consent” document carefully.  If you agree to participate 
in the study, your survey response is an indication of your consent to participate – you do not 
need to sign and return the “Informed Consent” form. 
We will share the results of this survey with the Directors of Special Education in the 
county, and we are sure they will then share them with you.  If you would like to receive a copy 
of the results personally, please let us know when you return the survey to us. 
We know you are busy and we truly appreciate your willingness to share your time and 
expertise by participating in this survey.  We believe you are helping further the education of 
students in doing so! 
Karen Schulte and Gil Stiefel 
Assistant Professors 
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Department of Special Education 
Eastern Michigan University 
 
DIRECTIONS FOR RESPONDING TO SURVEY: 
• After reading the “Informed Consent” document, open the attachment entitled “Reading 
Survey”. 
• Respond to each question by using the “pull down” menu provided. 
• Include any comments you many have at the end of the survey, in the “Comments” 
section. 
• Save the completed survey on your desktop. 
• Reply to our email and attach your completed survey. 
• THANK YOU! 
If you have any questions, please email: 
Karen Schulte – kschulte@emich.edu 
OR 
Gil Stiefel – gstiefel@emich.edu 
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APPENDIX B: Preliminary Survey Informed Consent 
 
Hello, 
You are invited to participate in our survey of special education personnel as part of an 
ongoing research study regarding effective reading instruction for students with significant 
reading disabilities.  This survey will gather data concerning the reading instruction provided to 
students in kindergarten through twelfth grade who have reading disabilities and are receiving 
special education services in Washtenaw County.  The Directors of Special Education, working 
with Washtenaw Intermediate School District, have identified a special education representative 
in each school in the county.  Should you decide to participate in this survey, your answers will 
represent all of the special education programs in your school.  Survey completion will take 
approximately ten minutes. 
This study is being conducted by Karen Schulte, Sp.A. and Gilbert Stiefel, Ph.D., who 
are both faculty members in the Department of Special Education at Eastern Michigan 
University.  Information collected will be used to help inform future decisions about effective 
service delivery models and reading instruction. 
There are no known risks associated with participation in this study as it is intended 
simply to provide a description of current practices in Washtenaw County. 
Your involvement in this study is entirely voluntary.  Should you choose to participate in 
this study, you may withdraw at any time without any form of penalty or repercussion.  You may 
notify the principal investigator of your decision to withdraw from the study verbally or in 
writing. 
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Participants will not be asked their name on the survey.  Data gathered will be aggregated 
when disseminated so that respondents will not be identifiable.  Data will be stored in a locked 
filing cabinet drawer in the locked office of the principal investigator. 
The results of this survey will be disseminated through the Directors of Special Education 
in Washtenaw County and may be helpful in making programmatic decisions in local districts.  
They may also be published in an appropriate scholarly journal or presented in a professional 
context such as national conference proceedings.  Absolutely no participant names will be used.  
If you have any questions regarding this study, please feel free to contact the principal 
investigator or the representative of the Eastern Michigan University Human Subjects Review 
Committee listed below. 
Principal Investigator:  Karen Schulte   
Assistant Professor, Department of Special Education, Eastern Michigan University 
734-487-7120, ext. 2675, kschulte@emich.edu 
 
Co-Principal Investigator:  Gilbert Stiefel 
Assistant Professor, Department of Special Education, Eastern Michigan University 
734-487-7120, ext. 2663, gstiefel@emich.edu 
 
University Human Subjects Review Committee 
Starkweather Hall, Eastern Michigan University 
734-487-0042 
 
This research protocol has been reviewed and approved by 
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the Eastern Michigan University Human Subjects Review Committee. 
If you have questions about the approval process, please contact  
Dr. Deborah deLaski-Smith (734.487.0042, Interim Dean of the Graduate School and 
Administrative Co-chair of UHSCR.  human.subjects@emich.edu) 
Completion and return of the survey will serve as indication of your informed 
consent to participate. 
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APPENDIX C: Follow-up Survey Letter 
Dear Survey Participant, 
Thank you for responding to Washtenaw County Special Education Reading Instruction 
Survey.  We would like to ask some follow-up questions in relation to this survey.  It should take 
approximately 10 minutes to answer these questions.  At first glance the follow-up survey might 
appear to be lengthy, but that is due to formatting.  The questions pertain to specific curricula 
that are used to teach fluency, comprehension, vocabulary, phonics and phonemic awareness.  
Your responses to these follow-up questions will provide a more complete understanding of 
reading instruction in Washtenaw County.  As in the preliminary survey, your responses and 
comments will be confidential and will only be presented as part of an aggregate analysis. 
We’d like to thank you in advance for your time and input - the survey should take about 
10 minutes to complete.   
We have attached the survey and a document entitled “Informed Consent”, which 
outlines the research design, research approval process, and the research implementation plan for 
this study.  Please read the “Informed Consent” document carefully.  If you agree to participate 
in the study, your survey response is an indication of your consent to participate – you do not 
need to sign and return the “Informed Consent” form. 
We will share the results of this survey with the Directors of Special Education in the 
county, and we are sure they will then share them with you.  If you would like to receive a copy 
of the results personally, please let us know when you return the survey to us. 
We know you are busy and we truly appreciate your willingness to share your time and 
expertise by participating in this survey.  We believe you are helping further the education of 
students in doing so! 
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Marliese Temme 
Graduate Student 
Department of Special Education 
Eastern Michigan University 
 
Karen Schulte and Gil Stiefel 
Assistant Professors 
Department of Special Education 
Eastern Michigan University 
 
DIRECTIONS FOR RESPONDING TO SURVEY: 
• After reading the “Informed Consent” document, open the attachment entitled “Reading 
Survey.”  If your email system indicates this file is a virus, it is due to the formatting of 
the document and not a virus.  The attachment is safe to open. 
• Respond to each question by using the “pull down” menu provided. 
• Include any comments you many have at the end of the survey, in the “Comments” 
section. 
• Save the completed survey on your desktop. 
• Reply to our email and attach your completed survey. 
• THANK YOU! 
If you have any questions or are unable to open the attached documents, please email: 
Marliese Temme- temmemar@gmail.com 
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APPENDIX D: Follow-up Survey Informed Consent 
Hello, 
You are invited to participate in our follow-up survey of special education personnel as 
part of an ongoing research study regarding effective reading instruction for students with 
significant reading disabilities.  This survey will gather data concerning the reading instruction 
provided to students in kindergarten through twelfth grade who have reading disabilities and are 
receiving special education services in Washtenaw County.  The Directors of Special Education, 
working with Washtenaw Intermediate School District, have identified a special education 
representative in each school in the county.  Should you decide to participate in this survey, your 
answers will represent all of the special education programs in your school.  Survey completion 
will take approximately ten minutes. 
This study is being conducted by Karen Schulte, Sp.A. and Gilbert Stiefel, Ph.D., who 
are both faculty members in the Department of Special Education at Eastern Michigan 
University and Marliese Temme, a graduate student at Eastern Michigan University.  
Information collected will be used to help inform future decisions about effective service 
delivery models and reading instruction. 
There are no known risks associated with participation in this study as it is intended 
simply to provide a description of current practices in Washtenaw County. 
Your involvement in this study is entirely voluntary.  Should you choose to participate in 
this study, you may withdraw at any time without any form of penalty or repercussion.  You may 
notify the principal investigator of your decision to withdraw from the study verbally or in 
writing. 
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Participants will not be asked their name on the survey.  Data gathered will be aggregated 
when disseminated so that respondents will not be identifiable.  Data will be stored in a locked 
filing cabinet drawer in the locked office of the principal investigator. 
The results of this survey will be disseminated through the Directors of Special Education 
in Washtenaw County and may be helpful in making programmatic decisions in local districts.  
They may also be published in an appropriate scholarly journal or presented in a professional 
context such as national conference proceedings.  Absolutely no participant names will be used.  
If you have any questions regarding this study, please feel free to contact the principal 
investigator or the representative of the Eastern Michigan University Human Subjects Review 
Committee listed below. 
Principal Investigator:  Karen Schulte   
Assistant Professor, Department of Special Education, Eastern Michigan University 
734-487-7120, ext. 2675, kschulte@emich.edu 
 
Co-Principal Investigator:  Gilbert Stiefel 
Assistant Professor, Department of Special Education, Eastern Michigan University 
734-487-7120, ext. 2663, gstiefel@emich.edu 
 
Graduate Student Investigator: Marliese Temme 
Graduate Student, Department of Special Education, Eastern Michigan University 
 
University Human Subjects Review Committee 
Starkweather Hall, Eastern Michigan University 
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734-487-0042 
This research protocol has been reviewed and approved by 
the Eastern Michigan University Human Subjects Review Committee. 
If you have questions about the approval process, please contact  
Dr. Deborah deLaski-Smith (734.487.0042, Interim Dean of the Graduate School and 
Administrative Co-chair of UHSCR.  human.subjects@emich.edu) 
Completion and return of the survey will serve as indication of your informed consent to 
participate. 
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APPENDIX E: Preliminary Sample Survey Form 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please answer the following questions based on your best estimation of the response that 
represents the average for students served through special education in your building.  When 
answering, consider those students who have a reading disability and are receiving special 
education services based on a learning disability, emotional impairment, cognitive impairment or 
otherwise health impairment.   
 
1.  The building in which I teach is in the Ann Arbor   district. 
 
 
2.  My school serves approximately less than 100 students 
 
 
3.  My school serves the following grade levels (check all that apply): 
 
Kdg.     1st    2nd    3rd    4th    5th    
 
     6th    7th    8th    9th    10th    11th    12th   
 
 
4.  What remedial reading instruction alternatives are available through general education in your 
building (check all that apply)? 
Reading First     
Reading Recovery   
Wilson’s Reading System  
Language!    
Project Read    
Read Naturally   
SRA       
Other: (please specify)        
 
5.  My school provides special education services for approximately 0 students: 
 
 
6.  Of those students receiving special education services, approximately what percentage exhibit 
reading disabilities (regardless of certification area)?   0% 
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7.  Of those students receiving special education services who have reading disabilities, what 
percent receive their primary remedial reading instruction through special education?  0% 
 
8.  Of those students receiving special education services who have reading disabilities, what 
percent receive their primary remedial reading instruction through general education? 0% 
 
9.  How many days a week do the students with reading disabilities who are receiving remedial 
reading instruction through special education receive this instruction (on average)?    0 
 
 
10.  What is the duration of remedial reading instruction provided to students with reading 
disabilities who receive this instruction through special education (on average)?  
      0 minutes per day 
 
 
11. What is the primary reading instruction method used by special education staff when 
working with students with reading disabilities (check one)? 
Wilson’s Reading System  
Language!    
Lindamood Bell LIPS   
Orton Gillingham   
Project Read    
Read Naturally   
Other: (please specify)       
 
12. In addition to the primary reading instruction method identified above, what other methods 
are used by special education staff when working with students with reading disabilities (check 
all that apply)? 
Wilson’s Reading System  
Language!    
Lindamood Bell LIPS   
Orton Gillingham   
Project Read    
Read Naturally   
Other: (please specify)       
 
13. What obstacles to providing remedial reading instruction through special education exist in 
your building (check all that apply)? 
None        
Time        
Special Education Service Delivery Models   
Skill Level of Special Education Staff   
Lack of Resources      
Other: (please specify)          
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14. My school has the following special education programs: 
Teacher Consultant         
Resource Room         
Self-contained Classroom for Students with Cognitive Impairments  
Self-contained Classroom For Students with Emotional Impairment3   
cross-categorical self-contained classroom      
Other: (please specify)             
 
 
If you wish to add any comments on reading instruction:                  
 
Please return this survey by: 
 
• Saving the completed survey on your desktop. 
• Reply to our email and attach your completed survey. 
 
Thank you for your participation. 
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APPENDIX F: Follow-up Sample Survey Form 
 
Please answer the following questions based on your best estimation of the response that 
represents the average for students served through special education in your building. When 
answering, consider those students who have a reading disability and are receiving special 
education services based on a learning disability, emotional impairment, cognitive impairment or 
otherwise health impairment.”  
 
1. The building in which I teach is in   Ann Arbor    the district. 
 
2. My school serves approximately  Less than 100    students. 
 
3. My school serves the following grade levels (check all that apply). 
Kdg.→     1st →     2nd →     3rd →     4th →     5th →  
    6th →     7th →     8th →     9th →     10th →    11th →     12th →  
 
The following set of questions pertains to reading instruction in FLUENCY.    
If your building does not teach this specific skill, please check the box and move to the next 
section.   
 
4. Where does this instruction occur (check all that apply)? 
 
General Education Classroom    
Special Education Resource Classroom  
Self-Contained Classroom for Students with Cognitive Impairments  
Self-Contained Classroom for Students with Emotional Impairments  
Cross-Categorical Self-Contained Classroom  
Other (Please Specify)       
 
5. Instruction is delivered One-on-One      
 
6. Instruction focuses on this component number One    of days per week.   
 
7. Instruction on this component lasts approximately 0-10 minutes    each session. 
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8. What programs are used to teach fluency (check all that apply)? 
 
Accelerated Literacy Learning (A.L.L)  
Corrective Reading  
Destination Reading  
Early Success  
Earobics  
Failure Free Reading  
Fast Track Reading  
FOCUS Reading & Language Program  
Foundations  
Funnix Reading Programs  
Great Leaps  
Headsprout Early Reading  
Imagination Station  
Kaleidoscope  
Kaplan SpellRead  
Language!  
Peer Assisted Literacy Strategies (PALS )  
Phonics for Reading  
Read Naturally  
Read Well  
Read, Write, & Type! Learning System  
Reading Edge  
Reading Mastery  
Reading Rescue  
REACH  
REWARDS  
Saxon Phonics & Spelling  
Scott Foresman Early Reading Intervention  
Soar to Success  
Soliloquy Reading Assistant  
Spell, Read, P.A.T.  
S.P.I.R.E. & Sounds Sensible  
SRA  
Success for All  
Waterford Early Reading Program  
Wilson Reading System  
Voyager Passport  
Other (Please specify)       
 
9. These programs were selected based upon the selected criteria (check all that apply). 
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Educational Research Review  
Administrative Endorsement  
Publisher Promotion  
Usage of Earlier Published Version  
Other (Please specify)      
 
10. These programs have been used for Less than One Year 
 
11. What training did teachers receive in this program (check all that apply)? 
 
None  
District Developed Professional Development- ONE DAY session  
District Developed Professional Development- MULTIPLE DAY session  
Publisher Developed Professional Development- ONE DAY session  
Publisher Developed Professional Development- MULTIPLE DAY session  
Educational Conference Session  
Online Training  
Independent/ Self-training  
Other (please specify)       
 
12. Is there ONGOING training, professional development or monitoring of program 
implementation that occurs?   
 
None  
District Developed Professional Development- ONE DAY session  
District Developed Professional Development- MULTIPLE DAY session  
Publisher Developed Professional Development- ONE DAY session  
Publisher Developed Professional Development- MULTIPLE DAY session  
Educational Conference Session  
Online Training  
Independent/ Self-training  
Building-Level Monitoring  
District-Level Monitoring  
Independent Research Monitoring  
Other (please specify)       
 
13. Does administration provide any tangible supports or is this left to the special education 
teacher’s discretion (check all that apply)? 
 
None  
Pay Incentive  
Professional Development Opportunities  
Collaboration Opportunities  
Strong Accountability & Monitoring  
Increased Parent Involvement  
Administrative Support  
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Readily Available Program Materials  
Other (please specify)       
 
14. What type of modifications have you made to the instructional program? 
 
No Modifications Have Been Made  
Differentiate Implementation Procedures to Meet Student Needs  
Use Program Occasionally According to Procedures   
Eliminate Some Program Components  
Significantly Change Some Program Components  
Integrate Some Program Components Into Current Instructional Model  
Other (please specify)       
 
15. Student progress is formally monitored using these methods (check all that apply).  
 
No Monitoring Occurs  
Published Computer Monitoring Software  
District Developed Computer Software  
Teacher Made Charts/ Graphs  
High Stakes Testing  
Curriculum Based Assessment  
Other (please specify)       
 
The following set of questions pertains to reading instruction in PHONICS. 
If your building does not teach this specific skill, please check the box and move to the next 
section.   
 
16. Where does this instruction occur (check all that apply)? 
 
General Education Classroom    
Special Education Resource Classroom  
Self-Contained Classroom for Students with Cognitive Impairments  
Self-Contained Classroom for Students with Emotional Impairments  
Cross-Categorical Self-Contained Classroom  
Other (Please Specify)       
 
17. Instruction is delivered One-on-One      
 
18. Instruction focuses on this component number One    of days per week.   
 
19. Instruction on this component lasts approximately 0-10 minutes    each session. 
 
Reading Instructional Strategies        101
20. What programs are used to teach phonics (check all that apply)? 
 
Accelerated Literacy Learning (A.L.L. )  
Corrective Reading  
Destination Reading  
Earobics  
Elements of Reading  
Failure Free Reading  
FOCUS Reading & Language Program  
Foundations  
Funnix Reading Programs  
Headsprout Early Reading  
Horizons Fast Track  
HOSTS  
Imagination Station  
Kaleidoscope  
Kaplan SpellRead  
Language!  
LiPS  
Literacy Center  
My Reading Coach  
Orton Gillingham     
Peer Assisted Literacy Strategies (PALS)  
Phonetics First-Focus on Sounds  
Phonics for Reading  
Phono-Graphix  
Read Well  
Read, Write & Type! Learning System  
Reading Edge  
Reading Mastery  
Reading Rescue  
REACH  
REWARDS  
Road to the Code  
Saxon Phonics & Spelling  
Scott Foresman Early  Reading Intervention  
Seeing Stars  
Smart Way Reading & Spelling  
Spell, Read, P.A.T.  
S.P.I.R.E.  & Sounds Sensible  
SRA  
Success for All  
Systematic Instruction in Phonemic Awareness (SIPPS)  
Voyager Passport  
Waterford Early Reading Program  
Wilson Reading System  
Reading Instructional Strategies        102
Other (Please Specify)       
 
21. These programs were selected based upon the selected criteria (check all that apply). 
 
Educational Research Review  
Administrative Endorsement  
Publisher Promotion  
Usage of Earlier Published Version  
Other (Please specify)      
 
22. These programs have been used for Less than One Year 
 
23. What training did teachers receive in this program (check all that apply)? 
 
None  
District Developed Professional Development- ONE DAY session  
District Developed Professional Development- MULTIPLE DAY session  
Publisher Developed Professional Development- ONE DAY session  
Publisher Developed Professional Development- MULTIPLE DAY session  
Educational Conference Session  
Online Training  
Independent/ Self-training  
Other (please specify)       
 
24. Is there ONGOING training, professional development or monitoring of program 
implementation that occurs?   
 
None  
District Developed Professional Development- ONE DAY session  
District Developed Professional Development- MULTIPLE DAY session  
Publisher Developed Professional Development- ONE DAY session  
Publisher Developed Professional Development- MULTIPLE DAY session  
Educational Conference Session  
Online Training  
Independent/ Self-training  
Building-Level Monitoring  
District-Level Monitoring  
Independent Research Monitoring  
Other (please specify)       
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25. Does administration provide any tangible supports or is this left to the special education 
teacher’s discretion (check all that apply)? 
 
None  
Pay Incentive  
Professional Development Opportunities  
Collaboration Opportunities  
Strong Accountability & Monitoring  
Increased Parent Involvement  
Administrative Support  
Readily Available Program Materials  
Other (please specify)       
 
26. What type of modifications have you made to the instructional program? 
 
No Modifications Have Been Made  
Differentiate Implementation Procedures to Meet Student Needs  
Use Program Occasionally According to Procedures   
Eliminate Some Program Components  
Significantly Change Some Program Components  
Integrate Some Program Components Into Current Instructional Model  
Other (please specify)       
 
27. Student progress is formally monitored using these methods (check all that apply).  
 
No Monitoring Occurs  
Published Computer Monitoring Software  
District Developed Computer Software  
Teacher Made Charts/ Graphs  
High Stakes Testing  
Curriculum Based Assessment  
Other (please specify)       
 
The following set of questions pertains to reading instruction in PHONEMIC 
AWARENESS. 
If your building does not teach this specific skill, please check the box and move to the next 
section.   
 
28. Where does this instruction occur (check all that apply)? 
 
General Education Classroom    
Special Education Resource Classroom  
Self-Contained Classroom for Students with Cognitive Impairments  
Self-Contained Classroom for Students with Emotional Impairments  
Cross-Categorical Self-Contained Classroom  
Other (Please Specify)       
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29. Instruction is delivered One-on-One      
 
30. Instruction focuses on this component number One    of days per week.   
 
31. Instruction on this component lasts approximately 0-10 minutes    each session. 
 
32. What programs are used to teach phonemic awareness (check all that apply)? 
 
Accelerated Literacy Learning (A.L.L)  
Corrective Reading  
Destination Reading  
Early Reading Intervention (ERI)  
Earobics  
Elements of Reading  
Failure Free Reading  
Fast Forward Language  
FOCUS Reading & Language Program  
Foundations  
Funnix  
Horizons Fast Track  
Imagination Station  
Kaleidoscope  
Kaplan SpellRead  
Language!  
Lightspan Early Reading Program  
LiPS  
Literacy Center  
Open Court Phonics Kit  
Peer Assisted Literacy Strategies (PALS)  
Phono-Graphix  
Read Well  
Read, Write & Type! Learning System  
Reading Edge  
Reading Mastery  
Reading Rescue  
REACH  
Road to the Code  
Scott Foresman Early Reading Intervention  
Seeing Stars  
Spell, Read, P.A.T.  
S.P.I.R.E.  &  Sounds Sensible  
SRA  
Success for All  
Systematic Instruction in Phonemic Awareness (SIPPS)  
Voyager Passport  
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Waterford Early Reading Program  
Wilson Reading System  
Other (Please Specify)       
 
33. These programs were selected based upon the selected criteria (check all that apply). 
 
Educational Research Review  
Administrative Endorsement  
Publisher Promotion  
Usage of Earlier Published Version  
Other (Please specify)      
 
34. These programs have been used for Less than One Year 
 
35. What training did teachers receive in this program (check all that apply)? 
 
None  
District Developed Professional Development- ONE DAY session  
District Developed Professional Development- MULTIPLE DAY session  
Publisher Developed Professional Development- ONE DAY session  
Publisher Developed Professional Development- MULTIPLE DAY session  
Educational Conference Session  
Online Training  
Independent/ Self-training  
Other (please specify)       
 
36. Is there ONGOING training, professional development or monitoring of program 
implementation that occurs?   
 
None  
District Developed Professional Development- ONE DAY session  
District Developed Professional Development- MULTIPLE DAY session  
Publisher Developed Professional Development- ONE DAY session  
Publisher Developed Professional Development- MULTIPLE DAY session  
Educational Conference Session  
Online Training  
Independent/ Self-training  
Building-Level Monitoring  
District-Level Monitoring  
Independent Research Monitoring  
Other (please specify)       
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37. Does administration provide any tangible supports or is this left to the special education 
teacher’s discretion (check all that apply)? 
 
None  
Pay Incentive  
Professional Development Opportunities  
Collaboration Opportunities  
Strong Accountability & Monitoring  
Increased Parent Involvement  
Administrative Support  
Readily Available Program Materials  
Other (please specify)       
 
38. What type of modifications have you made to the instructional program? 
 
No Modifications Have Been Made  
Differentiate Implementation Procedures to Meet Student Needs  
Use Program Occasionally According to Procedures   
Eliminate Some Program Components  
Significantly Change Some Program Components  
Integrate Some Program Components Into Current Instructional Model  
Other (please specify)       
 
39. Student progress is formally monitored using these methods (check all that apply).  
 
No Monitoring Occurs  
Published Computer Monitoring Software  
District Developed Computer Software  
Teacher Made Charts/ Graphs  
High Stakes Testing  
Curriculum Based Assessment  
Other (please specify)       
 
The following set of questions pertains to reading instruction in COMPREHENSION.  
If your building does not teach this specific skill, please check the box and move to the next 
section.   
 
40. Where does this instruction occur (check all that apply)? 
 
General Education Classroom    
Special Education Resource Classroom  
Self-Contained Classroom for Students with Cognitive Impairments  
Self-Contained Classroom for Students with Emotional Impairments  
Cross-Categorical Self-Contained Classroom  
Other (Please Specify)       
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41. Instruction is delivered One-on-One      
 
42. Instruction focuses on this component number One    of days per week.   
 
43. Instruction on this component lasts approximately 0-10 minutes    each session. 
 
44. What programs are used to teach comprehension (check all that apply)? 
 
Accelerated Literacy Learning (A.L.L.)  
Breakthrough to Literacy  
Comprehension Plus  
Corrective Reading  
Destination Reading  
Early Success  
Earobics  
Failure Free Reading  
Headsprout Early Reading  
Imagination Station  
Kaleidoscope  
Kaplan SpellRead  
Language!  
Lightspan Early Reading Program  
Making Connections  
Questioning the Author  
Read 180  
ReadAbout  
Reading Edge  
Reading Rescue  
REACH  
Rigby Literacy  
SIM- Strategic Instruction Model  
Soar to Success  
Soliloquy Reading Assistant  
Spalding Writing Road to Reading  
Spell, Read, P.A.T.  
S.P.I.R.E.  
SRA  
Success for All  
SuccessMaker Enterprise  
Thinking Reader  
Wilson Reading System  
Visualizing & Verbalizing  
Voyager Passport  
Waterford Early Reading System  
Other (Please Specify)       
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45. These programs were selected based upon the selected criteria (check all that apply). 
 
Educational Research Review  
Administrative Endorsement  
Publisher Promotion  
Usage of Earlier Published Version  
Other (Please specify)      
 
46. These programs have been used for Less than One Year 
 
47. What training did teachers receive in this program (check all that apply)? 
 
None  
District Developed Professional Development- ONE DAY session  
District Developed Professional Development- MULTIPLE DAY session  
Publisher Developed Professional Development- ONE DAY session  
Publisher Developed Professional Development- MULTIPLE DAY session  
Educational Conference Session  
Online Training  
Independent/ Self-training  
Other (please specify)       
 
48. Is there ONGOING training, professional development or monitoring of program 
implementation that occurs?   
 
None  
District Developed Professional Development- ONE DAY session  
District Developed Professional Development- MULTIPLE DAY session  
Publisher Developed Professional Development- ONE DAY session  
Publisher Developed Professional Development- MULTIPLE DAY session  
Educational Conference Session  
Online Training  
Independent/ Self-training  
Building-Level Monitoring  
District-Level Monitoring  
Independent Research Monitoring  
Other (please specify)       
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49. Does administration provide any tangible supports or is this left to the special education 
teacher’s discretion (check all that apply)? 
 
None  
Pay Incentive  
Professional Development Opportunities  
Collaboration Opportunities  
Strong Accountability & Monitoring  
Increased Parent Involvement  
Administrative Support  
Readily Available Program Materials  
Other (please specify)       
 
50. What type of modifications have you made to the instructional program? 
 
No Modifications Have Been Made  
Differentiate Implementation Procedures to Meet Student Needs  
Use Program Occasionally According to Procedures   
Eliminate Some Program Components  
Significantly Change Some Program Components  
Integrate Some Program Components Into Current Instructional Model  
Other (please specify)       
 
51. Student progress is formally monitored using these methods (check all that apply).  
 
No Monitoring Occurs  
Published Computer Monitoring Software  
District Developed Computer Software  
Teacher Made Charts/ Graphs  
High Stakes Testing  
Curriculum Based Assessment  
Other (please specify)       
 
The following set of questions pertains to reading instruction in VOCABULARY.  
If your building does not teach this specific skill, please check the box and move to the next 
section.   
 
52. Where does this instruction occur (check all that apply)? 
 
General Education Classroom    
Special Education Resource Classroom  
Self-Contained Classroom for Students with Cognitive Impairments  
Self-Contained Classroom for Students with Emotional Impairments  
Cross-Categorical Self-Contained Classroom  
Other (Please Specify)       
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53. Instruction is delivered One-on-One      
 
54. Instruction focuses on this component number One    of days per week.   
 
55. Instruction on this component lasts approximately 0-10 minutes    each session. 
 
56. What programs are used to teach vocabulary (check all that apply)? 
 
Accelerated Literacy Learning (A.L.L)  
Breakthrough to Literacy  
Corrective Reading  
Destination Reading  
Early Success  
Earobics  
Elements of Reading  
Failure Free Reading  
FOCUS Reading & Language Program  
Foundations  
Headsprout Early Reading  
Imagination Station  
Kaleidoscope  
Language!  
ReadAbout  
Reading Edge  
REACH  
Rewards Plus  
Scott Foresman Early Reading Intervention  
Soliloquy Reading Assistant  
Spell, Read, P.A.T.  
S.P.I.R.E.  
Success for All  
Text Talk  
Voyager Passport  
Waterford Early Reading System  
Wilson Reading System  
Other (Please Specify)       
 
57. These programs were selected based upon the selected criteria (check all that apply). 
 
Educational Research Review  
Administrative Endorsement  
Publisher Promotion  
Usage of Earlier Published Version  
Other (Please specify)      
 
58. These programs have been used for Less than One Year 
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59. What training did teachers receive in this program (check all that apply)? 
 
None  
District Developed Professional Development- ONE DAY session  
District Developed Professional Development- MULTIPLE DAY session  
Publisher Developed Professional Development- ONE DAY session  
Publisher Developed Professional Development- MULTIPLE DAY session  
Educational Conference Session  
Online Training  
Independent/ Self-training  
Other (please specify)       
 
60. Is there ONGOING training, professional development or monitoring of program 
implementation that occurs?   
 
None  
District Developed Professional Development- ONE DAY session  
District Developed Professional Development- MULTIPLE DAY session  
Publisher Developed Professional Development- ONE DAY session  
Publisher Developed Professional Development- MULTIPLE DAY session  
Educational Conference Session  
Online Training  
Independent/ Self-training  
Building-Level Monitoring  
District-Level Monitoring  
Independent Research Monitoring  
Other (please specify)       
 
61. Does administration provide any tangible supports or is this left to the special education 
teacher’s discretion (check all that apply)? 
 
None  
Pay Incentive  
Professional Development Opportunities  
Collaboration Opportunities  
Strong Accountability & Monitoring  
Increased Parent Involvement  
Administrative Support  
Readily Available Program Materials  
Other (please specify)       
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62. What type of modifications have you made to the instructional program? 
 
No Modifications Have Been Made  
Differentiate Implementation Procedures to Meet Student Needs  
Use Program Occasionally According to Procedures   
Eliminate Some Program Components  
Significantly Change Some Program Components  
Integrate Some Program Components Into Current Instructional Model  
Other (please specify)       
 
63. Student progress is formally monitored using these methods (check all that apply).  
 
No Monitoring Occurs  
Published Computer Monitoring Software  
District Developed Computer Software  
Teacher Made Charts/ Graphs  
High Stakes Testing  
Curriculum Based Assessment  
Other (please specify)       
 
If you wish to add any comments on reading instruction:        
 
Please return this survey by: 
• Saving the completed survey on your desktop. 
• Reply to our email and attach your completed survey. 
 
Thank you for your participation. 
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APPENDIX G: Chi-Square Cross-Tabulation Tables 
Reference for Data Coding 
Location 1 
2 
3 
Not Taught 
Only Special Education Instruction 
Only General Education/ Combination Special 
Education & General Education 
Grouping 1 
2 
3 
Not Taught 
1-4 Students 
5 or More Students 
Days 1 
2 
3 
Not Taught 
1-2 Days 
3 or More Days 
Time 1 
2 
3 
Not Taught 
1-20 Minutes 
21 or More Minutes 
Program 1 
2 
3 
Not Taught/ No Specified Program 
Not Listed Program 
Use of Only Listed Programs/ Combined Use 
of Listed & Not Listed Programs 
Selection Criteria 1 
2 
3 
Not Taught 
No Selection Criteria 
Specified Selection Criteria 
Length of Use 1 
2 
3 
Not Taught 
Used for 2 or Less Years 
Used for 3 or More Years 
Initial Training 1 
2 
3 
Not Taught 
No Training 
Specified Training 
Ongoing Professional Development 1 
2 
3 
Not Taught 
No Ongoing Professional Development 
Specified Ongoing Professional Development 
Tangible Supports 1 
2 
3 
Not Taught 
No Tangible Supports 
Specified Tangible Supports 
Program Modifications 1 
2 
3 
Not Taught 
No Program Modifications 
Specified Program Modifications 
Student Progress Monitoring 1 
2 
3 
Not Taught 
No Student Progress Monitoring 
Specified Student Progress Monitoring 
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Phonemic Awareness 
P.A. Grouping * P.A. Location Crosstab 
Count  
P.A.Location 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 1 3 4 
P.A.Gro
uping 
3 0 1 1 2 
Total 7 2 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
 
P.A. Days * P.A. Location Crosstab 
Count  
P.A.Location 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 1 1 2 
P.A.
Days 
3 0 1 3 4 
Total 7 2 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
 
P.A. Time * P.A. Location Crosstab 
Count  
P.A.Location 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 2 2 4 
P.A.
Time 
3 0 0 2 2 
Total 7 2 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
 
PA. Program * P.A. Location Crosstab 
Count  
P.A.Location 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 1 8 
2 0 0 2 2 
PA.Pro
gram 
3 0 2 1 3 
Total 7 2 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
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P.A. Grouping * PA. Program Crosstab 
Count  
PA.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 2 2 4 
P.A.Gro
uping 
3 1 0 1 2 
Total 8 2 3 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
 
P.A. Days * PA. Program Crosstab 
Count  
PA.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 1 1 2 
P.A.
Days 
3 1 1 2 4 
Total 8 2 3 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
 
P.A. Time * PA. Program Crosstab 
Count  
PA.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 1 1 2 4 
P.A.
Time 
3 0 1 1 2 
Total 8 2 3 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
 
P.A. Selection * PA. Program Crosstab 
Count  
PA.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 1 2 0 3 
P.A.Sele
ction 
3 0 0 3 3 
Total 8 2 3 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .46. 
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P.A. Length * PA. Program Crosstab 
Count  
PA.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 1 2 1 4 
P.A.Leng
th 
3 0 0 2 2 
Total 8 2 3 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
 
P.A. Training * PA. Program Crosstab 
Count  
PA.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 1 2 2 5 
P.A.Tra
ining 
3 0 0 1 1 
Total 8 2 3 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
 
P.A. OngoingPD * PA. Program Crosstab 
Count  
PA.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 1 2 2 5 
P.A.Ongoi
ngPD 
3 0 0 1 1 
Total 8 2 3 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
 
P.A. Support * PA. Program Crosstab 
Count  
PA.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 1 1 3 5 
P.A.Su
pport 
3 0 1 0 1 
Total 8 2 3 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
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P.A. Modification * PA. Program Crosstab 
Count  
PA.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 8 0 0 8 
2 0 2 1 3 
P.A.Modif
ication 
3 0 0 2 2 
Total 8 2 3 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
 
P.A. Monitor * PA. Program Crosstab 
Count  
PA.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 1 2 1 4 
P.A.M
onitor 
3 0 0 2 2 
Total 8 2 3 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
 
P.A. Length * P.A. Selection Crosstab 
Count  
P.A.Selection 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 3 1 4 
P.A.Leng
th 
3 0 0 2 2 
Total 7 3 3 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .46. 
 
P.A. Training * P.A. Selection Crosstab 
Count  
P.A.Selection 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 3 2 5 
P.A.Tra
ining 
3 0 0 1 1 
Total 7 3 3 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
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P.A. Ongoing PD * P.A. Selection Crosstab 
Count  
P.A.Selection 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 3 2 5 
P.A.Ongoi
ngPD 
3 0 0 1 1 
Total 7 3 3 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
 
P.A. Support * P.A. Selection Crosstab 
 
Count  
P.A.Selection 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 2 3 5 
P.A.Su
pport 
3 0 1 0 1 
Total 7 3 3 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
 
P.A. Modification * P.A. Selection Crosstab 
 
Count  
P.A.Selection 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 1 0 8 
2 0 2 1 3 
P.A.Modif
ication 
3 0 0 2 2 
Total 7 3 3 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .46. 
 
P.A. Monitor * P.A. Selection Crosstab 
 
Count  
P.A.Selection 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 3 1 4 
P.A.M
onitor 
3 0 0 2 2 
Total 7 3 3 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .46. 
 
 
 
Reading Instructional Strategies        119
P.A. Length * P.A. Training Crosstab 
 
Count  
P.A.Training 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 4 0 4 
P.A.Leng
th 
3 0 1 1 2 
Total 7 5 1 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
 
P.A. OngoingPD * P.A. Training Crosstab 
 
Count  
P.A.Training 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 5 0 5 
P.A.Ongoi
ngPD 
3 0 0 1 1 
Total 7 5 1 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .08. 
 
P.A. Support * P.A. Training Crosstab 
 
Count  
P.A.Training 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 4 1 5 
P.A.Su
pport 
3 0 1 0 1 
Total 7 5 1 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .08. 
 
P.A. Modification * P.A. Training Crosstab 
 
Count  
P.A.Training 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 1 0 8 
2 0 3 0 3 
P.A.Modif
ication 
3 0 1 1 2 
Total 7 5 1 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
 
 
Reading Instructional Strategies        120
P.A. Monitor * P.A. Training Crosstab 
 
Count  
P.A.Training 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 4 0 4 
P.A.M
onitor 
3 0 1 1 2 
Total 7 5 1 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
 
P.A. Length * P.A. Ongoing PD Crosstab 
 
Count  
P.A.OngoingPD 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 4 0 4 
P.A.Leng
th 
3 0 1 1 2 
Total 7 5 1 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
 
P.A. Support * P.A. Ongoing PD Crosstab 
 
Count  
P.A.OngoingPD 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 4 1 5 
P.A.Su
pport 
3 0 1 0 1 
Total 7 5 1 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .08. 
 
P.A. Modification * P.A. Ongoing PD Crosstab 
 
Count  
P.A.OngoingPD 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 1 0 8 
2 0 3 0 3 
P.A.Modif
ication 
3 0 1 1 2 
Total 7 5 1 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
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P.A. Monitor * P.A. Ongoing PD Crosstab 
 
Count  
P.A.OngoingPD 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 4 0 4 
P.A.M
onitor 
3 0 1 1 2 
Total 7 5 1 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
 
P.A. Support * P.A. Length Crosstab 
 
Count  
P.A.Length 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 3 2 5 
P.A.Su
pport 
3 0 1 0 1 
Total 7 4 2 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
 
P.A. Modification * P.A. Length Crosstab 
 
Count  
P.A.Length 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 1 0 8 
2 0 2 1 3 
P.A.Modif
ication 
3 0 1 1 2 
Total 7 4 2 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
 
P.A. Monitor * P.A. Length Crosstab 
 
Count  
P.A.Length 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 3 1 4 
P.A.M
onitor 
3 0 1 1 2 
Total 7 4 2 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
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P.A. Modification * P.A. Support Crosstab 
 
Count  
P.A.Support 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 1 0 8 
2 0 2 1 3 
P.A.Modif
ication 
3 0 2 0 2 
Total 7 5 1 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
 
P.A. Monitor * P.A. Support Crosstab 
 
Count  
P.A.Support 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 3 1 4 
P.A.M
onitor 
3 0 2 0 2 
Total 7 5 1 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
 
P.A. Monitor * P.A. Modification Crosstabulation 
 
Count  
P.A.Modification 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 1 3 0 4 
P.A.M
onitor 
3 0 0 2 2 
Total 8 3 2 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
 
Phonics 
Phonics Grouping * Phonics Location Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.Location 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 2 4 6 
Phonics.Groupi
ng 
3 0 1 0 1 
Total 6 3 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
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Phonics Days * Phonics Location Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.Location 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 1 1 2 
Phonics.Day
s 
3 0 2 3 5 
Total 6 3 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .46. 
 
Phonics Time * Phonics Location Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.Location 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 2 2 4 
Phonics.Tim
e 
3 0 1 2 3 
Total 6 3 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .69. 
 
Phonics Program * Phonics Location Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.Location 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 0 1 1 
Phonics.Progra
m 
3 0 3 3 6 
Total 6 3 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
 
Phonics Training * Phonics Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 1 1 2 
Phonics.Traini
ng 
3 0 0 5 5 
Total 6 1 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
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Phonics Ongoing PD * Phonics Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 1 3 4 
Phonics.Ongoing
PD 
3 0 0 3 3 
Total 6 1 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
 
Phonics Support * Phonics Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 0 3 3 
Phonics.Suppo
rt 
3 0 1 3 4 
Total 6 1 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
 
Phonics Modification * Phonics Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 1 0 1 
Phonics.Modificat
ion 
3 0 0 6 6 
Total 6 1 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .08. 
 
 
Phonics Monitor * Phonics Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 1 0 1 
Phonics.Monit
or 
3 0 0 6 6 
Total 6 1 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .08. 
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Phonics Length * Phonics Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 1 2 3 
Phonics.Lengt
h 
3 0 0 4 4 
Total 6 1 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
 
Phonics Selection * Phonics Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 1 0 1 
Phonics.Selecti
on 
3 0 0 6 6 
Total 6 1 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .08. 
 
Phonics Time * Phonics Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 1 3 4 
Phonics.Tim
e 
3 0 0 3 3 
Total 6 1 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
 
Phonics Days * Phonics Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 1 1 2 
Phonics.Day
s 
3 0 0 5 5 
Total 6 1 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
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Phonics Grouping * Phonics Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 1 5 6 
Phonics.Groupi
ng 
3 0 0 1 1 
Total 6 1 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .08. 
 
Phonics Training * Phonics Selection Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.Selection 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 1 1 2 
Phonics.Traini
ng 
3 0 0 5 5 
Total 6 1 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
 
Phonics Ongoing PD * Phonics Selection Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.Selection 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 1 3 4 
Phonics.Ongoing
PD 
3 0 0 3 3 
Total 6 1 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
 
Phonics Support * Phonics Selection Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.Selection 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 0 3 3 
Phonics.Suppo
rt 
3 0 1 3 4 
Total 6 1 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
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Phonics Modification * Phonics Selection Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.Selection 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 1 0 1 
Phonics.Modificat
ion 
3 0 0 6 6 
Total 6 1 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .08. 
 
Phonics Monitor * Phonics Selection Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.Selection 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 1 0 1 
Phonics.Monit
or 
3 0 0 6 6 
Total 6 1 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .08. 
 
Phonics Length * Phonics Selection Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.Selection 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 1 2 3 
Phonics.Lengt
h 
3 0 0 4 4 
Total 6 1 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
 
Phonics Ongoing PD * Phonics Training Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.Training 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 2 2 4 
Phonics.Ongoing
PD 
3 0 0 3 3 
Total 6 2 5 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .46. 
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Phonics Support * Phonics Training Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.Training 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 1 2 3 
Phonics.Suppo
rt 
3 0 1 3 4 
Total 6 2 5 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .46. 
 
Phonics Modification * Phonics Training Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.Training 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 1 0 1 
Phonics.Modificat
ion 
3 0 1 5 6 
Total 6 2 5 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
 
Phonics Monitor * Phonics Training Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.Training 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 1 0 1 
Phonics.Monit
or 
3 0 1 5 6 
Total 6 2 5 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
 
Phonics Length * Phonics Training Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.Training 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 2 1 3 
Phonics.Lengt
h 
3 0 0 4 4 
Total 6 2 5 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .46. 
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Phonics Support * Phonics Ongoing PD Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.OngoingPD 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 2 1 3 
Phonics.Suppo
rt 
3 0 2 2 4 
Total 6 4 3 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .69. 
 
Phonics Modification * Phonics Ongoing PD Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.OngoingPD 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 1 0 1 
Phonics.Modificat
ion 
3 0 3 3 6 
Total 6 4 3 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
 
Phonics Monitor * Phonics Ongoing PD Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.OngoingPD 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 1 0 1 
Phonics.Monit
or 
3 0 3 3 6 
Total 6 4 3 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
 
Phonics Length * Phonics Ongoing PD Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.OngoingPD 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 3 0 3 
Phonics.Lengt
h 
3 0 1 3 4 
Total 6 4 3 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .69. 
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Phonics Support * Phonics Length Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.Length 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 1 2 3 
Phonics.Suppo
rt 
3 0 2 2 4 
Total 6 3 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .69. 
 
Phonics Modification * Phonics Length Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.Length 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 1 0 1 
Phonics.Modificat
ion 
3 0 2 4 6 
Total 6 3 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
 
Phonics Monitor * Phonics Length Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.Length 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 1 0 1 
Phonics.Monit
or 
3 0 2 4 6 
Total 6 3 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
 
Phonics Modification * Phonics Support Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.Support 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 0 1 1 
Phonics.Modificat
ion 
3 0 3 3 6 
Total 6 3 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
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Phonics Monitor * Phonics Support Crosstab 
 
Count  
Phonics.Support 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 0 1 1 
Phonics.Monit
or 
3 0 3 3 6 
Total 6 3 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
 
Phonics Monitor * Phonics Modification Crosstabulation 
 
Count  
Phonics.Modification 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 1 0 1 
Phonics.Monit
or 
3 0 0 6 6 
Total 6 1 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .08. 
 
Fluency 
Fluency Groupings * Fluency Location Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.location 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 2 2 4 
Fluency.Groupi
ngs 
3 0 1 1 2 
Total 7 3 3 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .46. 
 
Fluency Days * Fluency Location Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.location 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 2 2 4 
Fluency.Da
ys 
3 0 1 1 2 
Total 7 3 3 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .46. 
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Fluency Time * Fluency Location Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.location 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 2 2 4 
Fluency.Ti
me 
3 0 1 1 2 
Total 7 3 3 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .46. 
 
Fluency Program * Fluency Location Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.location 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 0 1 1 
Fluency.Progra
m 
3 0 3 2 5 
Total 7 3 3 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
 
Fluency Groupings * Fluency Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 0 4 4 
Fluency.Groupi
ngs 
3 0 1 1 2 
Total 7 1 5 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
 
Fluency Days * Fluency Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 1 3 4 
Fluency.Da
ys 
3 0 0 2 2 
Total 7 1 5 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
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Fluency Time * Fluency Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 1 3 4 
Fluency.Ti
me 
3 0 0 2 2 
Total 7 1 5 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
 
Fluency Selection * Fluency Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 1 1 2 
Fluency.Selecti
on 
3 0 0 4 4 
Total 7 1 5 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
 
Fluency Length * Fluency Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 1 1 2 
Fluency.Len
gth 
3 0 0 4 4 
Total 7 1 5 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
 
Fluency Training * Fluency Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 1 1 1 3 
Fluency.Traini
ng 
3 0 0 4 4 
Total 7 1 5 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
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Fluency Ongoing PD * Fluency Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 1 1 3 5 
Fluency.Ongoing
PD 
3 0 0 2 2 
Total 7 1 5 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
 
Fluency Support * Fluency Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 0 2 2 
Fluency.Supp
ort 
3 1 1 3 5 
Total 7 1 5 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
 
Fluency Modification * Fluency Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 1 0 1 
Fluency.Modifica
tion 
3 0 0 5 5 
Total 7 1 5 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .08. 
 
Fluency Monitor * Fluency Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 1 0 1 
Fluency.Moni
tor 
3 0 0 5 5 
Total 7 1 5 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .08. 
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Fluency Length * Fluency Selection Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.Selection 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 2 0 2 
Fluency.Len
gth 
3 0 0 4 4 
Total 7 2 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
 
Fluency Training * Fluency Selection Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.Selection 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 1 2 0 3 
Fluency.Traini
ng 
3 0 0 4 4 
Total 7 2 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .46. 
 
Fluency Ongoing PD * Fluency Selection Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.Selection 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 1 2 2 5 
Fluency.Ongoing
PD 
3 0 0 2 2 
Total 7 2 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
 
Fluency Support * Fluency Selection Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.Selection 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 1 1 2 
Fluency.Supp
ort 
3 1 1 3 5 
Total 7 2 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
 
 
Reading Instructional Strategies        136
Fluency Modification * Fluency Selection Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.Selection 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 1 0 1 
Fluency.Modifica
tion 
3 0 1 4 5 
Total 7 2 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
 
Fluency Monitor * Fluency Selection Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.Selection 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 1 0 1 
Fluency.Moni
tor 
3 0 1 4 5 
Total 7 2 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
 
Fluency Length * Fluency Training Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.Training 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 1 0 7 
2 0 2 0 2 
Fluency.Len
gth 
3 0 0 4 4 
Total 6 3 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .46. 
 
Fluency Ongoing PD * Fluency Training Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.Training 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 3 2 5 
Fluency.Ongoing
PD 
3 0 0 2 2 
Total 6 3 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .46. 
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Fluency Support * Fluency Training Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.Training 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 1 1 2 
Fluency.Supp
ort 
3 0 2 3 5 
Total 6 3 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .46. 
 
Fluency Modification * Fluency Training Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.Training 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 1 0 7 
2 0 1 0 1 
Fluency.Modifica
tion 
3 0 1 4 5 
Total 6 3 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
 
Fluency Monitor * Fluency Training Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.Training 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 1 0 7 
2 0 1 0 1 
Fluency.Moni
tor 
3 0 1 4 5 
Total 6 3 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
 
Fluency Length * Fluency Ongoing PD Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.OngoingPD 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 1 0 7 
2 0 2 0 2 
Fluency.Len
gth 
3 0 2 2 4 
Total 6 5 2 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
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Fluency Support * Fluency Ongoing PD Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.OngoingPD 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 1 1 2 
Fluency.Supp
ort 
3 0 4 1 5 
Total 6 5 2 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
 
Fluency Modification * Fluency Ongoing PD Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.OngoingPD 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 1 0 7 
2 0 1 0 1 
Fluency.Modifica
tion 
3 0 3 2 5 
Total 6 5 2 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
 
Fluency Monitor * Fluency Ongoing PD Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.OngoingPD 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 1 0 7 
2 0 1 0 1 
Fluency.Moni
tor 
3 0 3 2 5 
Total 6 5 2 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
 
Fluency Support * Fluency Length Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.Length 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 1 1 2 
Fluency.Supp
ort 
3 1 1 3 5 
Total 7 2 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
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Fluency Modification * Fluency Length Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.Length 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 1 0 1 
Fluency.Modifica
tion 
3 0 1 4 5 
Total 7 2 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
 
Fluency Monitor * Fluency Length Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.Length 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 1 0 1 
Fluency.Moni
tor 
3 0 1 4 5 
Total 7 2 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
 
Fluency Modification * Fluency Support Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.Support 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 1 7 
2 0 0 1 1 
Fluency.Modifica
tion 
3 0 2 3 5 
Total 6 2 5 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
 
Fluency Monitor * Fluency Support Crosstab 
 
Count  
Fluency.Support 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 1 7 
2 0 0 1 1 
Fluency.Moni
tor 
3 0 2 3 5 
Total 6 2 5 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
 
 
Reading Instructional Strategies        140
Fluency Monitor * Fluency Modification Crosstabulation 
 
Count  
Fluency.Modification 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 7 0 0 7 
2 0 1 0 1 
Fluency.Moni
tor 
3 0 0 5 5 
Total 7 1 5 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .08. 
 
Comprehension 
Comprehension Groupings * Comprehension Location Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.Location 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 1 2 3 
Comprehension.Group
ings 
3 0 0 5 5 
Total 5 1 7 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
 
Comprehension Days * Comprehension Location Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.Location 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 1 1 2 
Comprehension.Da
ys 
3 0 0 6 6 
Total 5 1 7 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
 
Comprehension Time * Comprehension Location Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.Location 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 1 2 3 
Comprehension.Ti
me 
3 0 0 5 5 
Total 5 1 7 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
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Comprehension Program * Comprehension Location Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.Location 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 1 6 
2 0 0 1 1 
Comprehension.Progr
am 
3 0 1 5 6 
Total 5 1 7 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .08. 
 
Comprehension Groupings * Comprehension Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 0 3 3 
Comprehension.Group
ings 
3 1 1 3 5 
Total 6 1 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
 
Comprehension Days * Comprehension Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 1 1 2 
Comprehension.Da
ys 
3 1 0 5 6 
Total 6 1 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
 
Comprehension Time * Comprehension Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 1 2 3 
Comprehension.Ti
me 
3 1 0 4 5 
Total 6 1 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
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Comprehension Selection * Comprehension Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 1 1 0 2 
Comprehension.Select
ion 
3 0 0 6 6 
Total 6 1 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
 
Comprehension Length * Comprehension Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 1 1 2 4 
Comprehension.Len
gth 
3 0 0 4 4 
Total 6 1 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
 
Comprehension Training * Comprehension Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 1 1 2 4 
Comprehension.Train
ing 
3 0 0 4 4 
Total 6 1 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
 
Comprehension OngoingPD * Comprehension Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 1 1 1 3 
Comprehension.Ongoi
ngPD 
3 0 0 5 5 
Total 6 1 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
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Comprehension Support * Comprehension Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 1 0 3 4 
Comprehension.Supp
ort 
3 0 1 3 4 
Total 6 1 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
 
Comprehension Modification * Comprehension Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 1 0 1 
Comprehension.Modif
ication 
3 0 0 6 6 
Total 6 1 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .08. 
 
Comprehension Monitor * Comprehension Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 1 0 1 
Comprehension.Mon
itor 
3 1 0 6 7 
Total 6 1 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .08. 
 
Comprehension Length * Comprehension Selection Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.Selection 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 2 2 4 
Comprehension.Len
gth 
3 0 0 4 4 
Total 5 2 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .62. 
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Comprehension Training * Comprehension Selection Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.Selection 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 2 2 4 
Comprehension.Train
ing 
3 0 0 4 4 
Total 5 2 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .62. 
 
Comprehension Ongoing PD * Comprehension Selection Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.Selection 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 2 1 3 
Comprehension.Ongoi
ngPD 
3 0 0 5 5 
Total 5 2 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .46. 
 
Comprehension Support * Comprehension Selection Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.Selection 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 1 3 4 
Comprehension.Supp
ort 
3 0 1 3 4 
Total 5 2 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .62. 
 
Comprehension Modification * Comprehension Selection Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.Selection 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 1 0 6 
2 0 1 0 1 
Comprehension.Modif
ication 
3 0 0 6 6 
Total 5 2 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
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Comprehension Monitor * Comprehension Selection Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.Selection 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 1 0 1 
Comprehension.Mon
itor 
3 0 1 6 7 
Total 5 2 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
 
Comprehension Length * Comprehension Training Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.Training 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 2 2 4 
Comprehension.Len
gth 
3 0 2 2 4 
Total 5 4 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.23. 
 
Comprehension Ongoing PD * Comprehension Training Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.Training 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 3 0 3 
Comprehension.Ongoi
ngPD 
3 0 1 4 5 
Total 5 4 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .92. 
 
Comprehension Support * Comprehension Training Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.Training 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 2 2 4 
Comprehension.Supp
ort 
3 0 2 2 4 
Total 5 4 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.23. 
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Comprehension Modification * Comprehension Training Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.Training 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 1 0 6 
2 0 1 0 1 
Comprehension.Modif
ication 
3 0 2 4 6 
Total 5 4 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
 
Comprehension Monitor * Comprehension Training Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.Training 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 1 0 1 
Comprehension.Mon
itor 
3 0 3 4 7 
Total 5 4 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
 
Comprehension Length * Comprehension Ongoing PD Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.OngoingPD 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 2 2 4 
Comprehension.Len
gth 
3 0 1 3 4 
Total 5 3 5 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .92. 
 
Comprehension Support * Comprehension Ongoing PD Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.OngoingPD 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 2 2 4 
Comprehension.Supp
ort 
3 0 1 3 4 
Total 5 3 5 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .92. 
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Comprehension Modification * Comprehension Ongoing PD Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.OngoingPD 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 1 0 6 
2 0 1 0 1 
Comprehension.Modif
ication 
3 0 1 5 6 
Total 5 3 5 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
 
Comprehension Monitor * Comprehension Ongoing PD Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.OngoingPD 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 1 0 1 
Comprehension.Mon
itor 
3 0 2 5 7 
Total 5 3 5 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
 
Comprehension Support * Comprehension Length Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.Length 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 2 2 4 
Comprehension.Supp
ort 
3 0 2 2 4 
Total 5 4 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.23. 
 
Comprehension Modification * Comprehension Length Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.Length 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 1 0 6 
2 0 1 0 1 
Comprehension.Modif
ication 
3 0 2 4 6 
Total 5 4 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
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Comprehension Monitor * Comprehension Length Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.Length 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 1 0 1 
Comprehension.Mon
itor 
3 0 3 4 7 
Total 5 4 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
 
Comprehension Modification * Comprehension Support Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.Support 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 1 0 6 
2 0 0 1 1 
Comprehension.Modif
ication 
3 0 3 3 6 
Total 5 4 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
 
Comprehension Monitor * Comprehension Support Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.Support 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 0 1 1 
Comprehension.Mon
itor 
3 0 4 3 7 
Total 5 4 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
 
Comprehension Monitor * Comprehension Modification Crosstab 
 
Count  
Comprehension.Modification 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 1 0 1 
Comprehension.Mon
itor 
3 1 0 6 7 
Total 6 1 6 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .08. 
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Vocabulary 
Vocabulary Groupings * Vocabulary Location Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.Location 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 1 1 2 
Vocabulary.Groupi
ngs 
3 0 0 6 6 
Total 5 1 7 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
 
Vocabulary Days * Vocabulary Location Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.Location 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 1 4 5 
Vocabulary.D
ays 
3 0 0 3 3 
Total 5 1 7 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
 
Vocabulary Time * Vocabulary Location Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.Location 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 Vocabulary.Ti
me 2 0 1 7 8 
Total 5 1 7 13 
6 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .38. 
 
Vocabulary Program * Vocabulary Location Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.Location 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 1 3 9 
2 0 0 2 2 
Vocabulary.Progr
am 
3 0 0 2 2 
Total 5 1 7 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .15. 
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Vocabulary Groupings * Vocabulary Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 1 1 0 2 
Vocabulary.Groupi
ngs 
3 3 1 2 6 
Total 9 2 2 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
 
Vocabulary Days * Vocabulary Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 3 0 2 5 
Vocabulary.D
ays 
3 1 2 0 3 
Total 9 2 2 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .46. 
 
Vocabulary Time * Vocabulary Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 Vocabulary.Ti
me 2 4 2 2 8 
Total 9 2 2 13 
5 cells (83.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .77. 
 
Vocabulary Selection * Vocabulary Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 4 1 0 5 
Vocabulary.Select
ion 
3 0 1 2 3 
Total 9 2 2 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .46. 
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Vocabulary Length * Vocabulary Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 4 1 1 6 
Vocabulary.Len
gth 
3 0 1 1 2 
Total 9 2 2 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
 
Vocabulary Training * Vocabulary Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 2 1 1 4 
Vocabulary.Train
ing 
3 2 1 1 4 
Total 9 2 2 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .62. 
 
Vocabulary Ongoing PD * Vocabulary Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 2 2 2 6 
Vocabulary.Ongoin
gPD 
3 2 0 0 2 
Total 9 2 2 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
 
Vocabulary Support * Vocabulary Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 2 1 2 5 
Vocabulary.Sup
port 
3 2 1 0 3 
Total 9 2 2 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .46. 
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Vocabulary Modification * Vocabulary Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 6 0 0 6 
2 0 2 0 2 
Vocabulary.Modific
ation 
3 3 0 2 5 
Total 9 2 2 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
 
Vocabulary Monitor * Vocabulary Program Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.Program 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 1 2 0 3 
Vocabulary.Mo
nitor 
3 3 0 2 5 
Total 9 2 2 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .46. 
 
Vocabulary Length * Vocabulary Selection Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.Selection 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 5 1 6 
Vocabulary.Len
gth 
3 0 0 2 2 
Total 5 5 3 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .46. 
 
Vocabulary Training * Vocabulary Selection Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.Selection 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 3 1 4 
Vocabulary.Train
ing 
3 0 2 2 4 
Total 5 5 3 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .92. 
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Vocabulary Ongoing PD * Vocabulary Selection Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.Selection 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 3 3 6 
Vocabulary.Ongoin
gPD 
3 0 2 0 2 
Total 5 5 3 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .46. 
 
Vocabulary Support * Vocabulary Selection Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.Selection 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 2 3 5 
Vocabulary.Sup
port 
3 0 3 0 3 
Total 5 5 3 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .69. 
 
Vocabulary Modification * Vocabulary Selection Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.Selection 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 1 0 6 
2 0 1 1 2 
Vocabulary.Modific
ation 
3 0 3 2 5 
Total 5 5 3 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .46. 
 
Vocabulary Monitor * Vocabulary Selection Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.Selection 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 2 1 3 
Vocabulary.Mo
nitor 
3 0 3 2 5 
Total 5 5 3 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .69. 
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Vocabulary Length * Vocabulary Training Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.Training 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 4 2 6 
Vocabulary.Len
gth 
3 0 0 2 2 
Total 5 4 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .62. 
 
Vocabulary Ongoing PD * Vocabulary Training Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.Training 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 3 3 6 
Vocabulary.Ongoin
gPD 
3 0 1 1 2 
Total 5 4 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .62. 
 
Vocabulary Support * Vocabulary Training Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.Training 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 2 3 5 
Vocabulary.Sup
port 
3 0 2 1 3 
Total 5 4 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .92. 
 
Vocabulary Modification * Vocabulary Training Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.Training 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 1 0 6 
2 0 1 1 2 
Vocabulary.Modific
ation 
3 0 2 3 5 
Total 5 4 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .62. 
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Vocabulary Monitor * Vocabulary Training Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.Training 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 1 2 3 
Vocabulary.Mo
nitor 
3 0 3 2 5 
Total 5 4 4 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .92. 
 
Vocabulary Length * Vocabulary Ongoing PD Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.OngoingPD 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 4 2 6 
Vocabulary.Len
gth 
3 0 2 0 2 
Total 5 6 2 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
 
Vocabulary Support * Vocabulary Ongoing PD Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.OngoingPD 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 5 0 5 
Vocabulary.Sup
port 
3 0 1 2 3 
Total 5 6 2 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .46. 
 
Vocabulary Modification * Vocabulary Ongoing PD Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.OngoingPD 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 1 0 6 
2 0 2 0 2 
Vocabulary.Modific
ation 
3 0 3 2 5 
Total 5 6 2 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
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Vocabulary Monitor * Vocabulary Ongoing PD Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.OngoingPD 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 3 0 3 
Vocabulary.Mo
nitor 
3 0 3 2 5 
Total 5 6 2 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .46. 
 
Vocabulary Support * Vocabulary Length Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.Length 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 3 2 5 
Vocabulary.Sup
port 
3 0 3 0 3 
Total 5 6 2 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .46. 
 
Vocabulary Modification * Vocabulary Length Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.Length 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 1 0 6 
2 0 1 1 2 
Vocabulary.Modific
ation 
3 0 4 1 5 
Total 5 6 2 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31. 
 
Vocabulary Monitor * Vocabulary Length Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.Length 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 2 1 3 
Vocabulary.Mo
nitor 
3 0 4 1 5 
Total 5 6 2 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .46. 
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Vocabulary Modification * Vocabulary Support Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.Support 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 1 0 6 
2 0 1 1 2 
Vocabulary.Modific
ation 
3 0 3 2 5 
Total 5 5 3 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .46. 
 
Vocabulary Monitor * Vocabulary Support Crosstab 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.Support 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 2 1 3 
Vocabulary.Mo
nitor 
3 0 3 2 5 
Total 5 5 3 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .69. 
 
Vocabulary.Monitor * Vocabulary.Modification Crosstabulation 
 
Count  
Vocabulary.Modification 
  1 2 3 Total 
1 5 0 0 5 
2 0 2 1 3 
Vocabulary.Mo
nitor 
3 1 0 4 5 
Total 6 2 5 13 
9 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .46. 
 
